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ABSTRACT 
The present study aimed 'at understanding the relation of 
principal's instructional leadership to teachers' affecti ve 
and attitudinal outcomes in terms of teachers' sense of 
efficacy, sense of communi ty, and . professional interest. A 
total of 756 teachers from 60 secondary schools were involved. 
The findings revealed that principals in Hopg Kong secondary 
schools were more emphasized on the instructional leadership 
functions of providing incentives for learning, enforcing 
academic standard, and maintaining high visibility. Parental 
support and academic quali ty of student input were two 
contextual variables that would distinguish the . profiles of 
principal's instructional leadership. Teachers' affective and 
attitudinaloutcomes in terms of sense of efficacy, sense of 
community, and professional interest were found to be highly 
correlated wi th the instructional leadership functions. 
Effective and ineffective instructional leadership in terms of 
teachers' affective and attitudinal outcomes were .mapped and 
they were significantly different from each other. In schools 
with effective instructional leadership, the passing 
percentage of 5 subjects in certificate examination were found 
to be significantly higher than that in schools with 
ineffective instructional - leadership. Lastly, implications of 
the ' findings were made. 
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
In this chapter', the general background of the proposed 
study will be discussed. Then, four research questions will be 
proposed. Lastly, the significance of the study will be 
stated. 
1.1 BACKGROUND 
Recent studies of effective schools in the 1970s and 
1980s have given educators new hope that factors within the 
school can make a difference in student's learning (Brookover 
et al., 1978; Edmonds, 1979a, Hallinger & Murphy, 1986a). The 
effective schools movement is emerged from two different 
strands of research, whose genesis we can trace back to the 
early 1960's. One was the monumental Equality of Educational 
Opportunity study (EEO) known as The Coleman Report (1966). 
The major, or essential finding of the EEO. research was that 
student characteristics, not school characteristics (school 
facilities, expenditures, staff qualifications and programs), 
statistically accounted for the school wide differences in 
student achievement and aspirations. High achieving schools 
were apparently successful because of the type of student 
served, rather than the impact made by resources, programs, ' 
materials or staff. The conclusion was that good students 
carry their peers and the staffs, and worst of ·all, the 
schools really didn't make a different in the educational 
success of the students. 
A second important development of· the 1960's was the work 
1 
'-
of Carroll (1~63), Bloom (1971) and Block (1971). The catalyst 
for this was Carroll's development of his theory of time 
analysis. Carroll believed that successful learning involved a 
balance between time allowed by schools for learning and time 
needed by students. For Carroll, the question that ,slower 
students were incapable in reaching the same performance goals 
that faster students could is simply that they were not given 
sufficient time that they needed to reach them. Bloom and 
Block developed the mastery learning model as a direct 
response to Carroll's ideas. Mastery learning was a practical 
attempt to insure that all students were given the opportunity 
to reach the learning goals that are essential for them to 
accomplish. Most importantly, schools did exert control over 
the conditions which would allow all students to learn well. 
These two strands came together in the work of Brookover 
et al. (1977). Their idea was simple but ingenious. If a 
school's achievement was solely determined and directed ' by the 
I • 
socio-economic status (SES) ' and racial characteristics of its 
students, then one should expect schools with similar student 
bodies to have similar achievement results. But, they found 
that some of the schools had achievement test ' resul ts 
significantly higher than the others with similar student 
bodies in terms of SES and , racial characteristics in a study 
of all-Black, low SES elementary schools in inner-ci ty 
Detroi t. This was the ge!lesis of the effecti ve schools . 
research. 
Recently, much of the emphasis in effective school 
2 
literature (Bossert et al., 1982; De Bevoise, 1984; Hallinger 
& Murphy, 1986b; Heck, Marcoulides & Glasman, 1989; Larsen, 
1989) has focused on the instructional leadership role of the 
principal, hypothesizing that he or she plays a key role in 
establishing and promoting instructional improvement wi thin 
the organizational structure of the schools. Different models 
of instructional leadership have been proposed by different 
researchers (Bossert et al., 1982; Hallinger, 1983; Hallinger 
et al.j 1987a; Synder, 1983; Duckworth, 1983; Duke, 1987; 
Larsen, 1987; Heck et aI, 1990). All of them connoted that in 
order to understand the effect of the principal's 
instructional leadership, both the leadership functions that 
shape the ' technical aspects and normative conditions of 
teaching and learning must be take into consideration. 
Furthermore, some researchers (Bossert et al. 1982; Boyan, 
1988; Larsen, 1987; Pitner, 1988) have noted that principal's 
instructional leadership behaviors do not appear to 'affect the 
academic achievement of students directly. Rather, the 
relationship has been viewed as indirect. Principals do not 
affect the academic achievement of individual students in the 
same manner that teachers do, that is, through direct 
classroom instruction. However, principals may affect teaching 
and class~oom practices through such school decisions as 
formulating school goals, setting and communicating high 
achievement expectations, organizing . classrooms for 
instruction, allocating necessary resources, supervising 
teachers' performance, moni toring student progress, and 
promoting a positive, orderly environment for learning. 
3 
In Hong Kong, as the size of secondary schools grows 
larger and more complex, administrator's emphasis swings 
toward personnel, budget and public relations. Also, most 
principals in Hong Kong are once-removed from the teaching 
process. It seems to be the fact that most principals , today 
are simply not prepared to meet the school's need for 
instructional leadership. The need for principals to be 
effective instructional leaders seems to be increased in the 
recent years. Recently, there are many changes in education 
field in Hong Kong. The document, the School Management 
Initiatives (SMI), proposed by Education and Manpower Branch 
and Education Department (1991) calls for the attention of the 
principals to · be a professional leader in instruction. The 
expansion of tertiary education brings about addi tional 
secondary six classes in some schools and lowering the 
admission standard and academic standard of the secondary six 
students. The implementation of the new syllabus in 
certificate Level, Advanced Level and the introduction of the 
Advanced Supplementary Level would all affect the work and 
performance of the teachers, allocation of resources, 
organization of classrooms instruction, etc. In order to cope 
wi th these changes, principals are the ones in . the pivotal 
position to direct and ,work with the teachers. Also, 
researches on effective schools (Edmonds, 1979b; Andrews, et 
al., 1986; Andrews and Soder, 1987) strongly suggest that 
instructionally effective schools have principals who are 
viewed by their teachers as the primary instructional leader 
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in the school. Therefore, before making suggestions to improve 
the instructional leadership of the principals, the real 
situations of the principals being as instructional leaders in 
Hong Kong Aided Secondary Schools are worth studying. 
Previous research on the effects of , principal's 
instructional leadership behaviors on school processes and 
outcomes (Heck, Marcoulides, 1988, 1989; Rowan et al., 1983) 
were often taken in low urban elementary schools, hence it is 
problematic to generalize the findings to secondary schools 
wi th differe,nt socioeconomic background. Moreover, most 
studies of ,instructional leadership with organizational 
outcomes us,e only the academic achievement in reading and 
mathematics as the dependent variables (Rowan, Bossert & 
Dwyer, 1983; Larsen, 1987; Heck et al., 1990; Bamburg & 
Andrews, 1990; Bossert, 1988), the other goals of school are 
neglected. As the various researchers contended that it may be 
more appropria~e to conceptualize the link between schools and 
students as indirect, mediated by teachers (Lee, Dedrick & 
Smith, 1991a; Newmann, Rutter & Smith, 1989; Cheng, 1991b; 
Ellett & Walberg, 1979). In this view, principal's 
instructional leadership would influence how teachers view 
their work and how they teach. Teachers' -perceptions and 
practices would, in turn, affect students' learning. In the 
present study, the more direct effect --- the relationship 
between principal's instructional leadership and teacher 
outcomes in terms of sense of efficacy, sense of community and 
professional interest, are going to be studied. 
Sense of efficacy refers to teacher's perceptions that 
5 
his or her te~ching is worth the effort, that it leads to the 
success of students ·and is personally satisfying (Newmann, 
Rutter & Smith, 1989). Teachers with a high sense of efficacy 
are more likely to invest serious professional effort in 
teaching and hence boost their students' achievement. Sense of 
community refers to the relationship of unity, belonging and 
cooperati ve interdependence among peers (Newmann, Rutter & 
Smith, 1989). A high sense of community is likely to promote 
achievement by providing the personal support and collegial 
assistance that high school teachers need to manage a 
demanding, stressful job. Professional interest refers to the 
extent to which teachers discuss profess~onal matters, show 
interest in their work and seek further professional 
development . (Frasher & Fisher, 1990). If principals could 
enhance the professional interest of teachers, he would expand 
the opportunities ' to improve teachers' performance on 
instruction (Rosen~oltz & simpson, 1990) . . 
The relationship between the practices and attitudes of 
teachers and student outcomes was ' empirically validated by 
Ashton and Webb (1986) and Rosenholtz (1989). Moreover, 
teachers' sense of efficacy, sense of community and 
professional interest are found to be related to student 
achievement, student motivation, teachers' adoption of 
innovation, etc. (Armor et al., 1976; Midgley, Feldlaufer & 
Eccles, 1989;, Berman et al., 1977). Hence, if we narrow 
ourselves in the relationship between principal's 
instructional leadership and teacher outcomes, we may have a 
6 
~ better understanding of the direct effect of principal's 
instructional ' leadership. 
In sum, this study intends to study the profile of the 
instructional leadership of the principals in Hong Kong 
secondary schools. The effect of principal's , instructional 
leadership on teacher outcomes in terms of sense of efficacy, 
sense of communi ty and professional interest will also be 
explored. Finally, the profiles of effective and ineffective 
instructional leadership in terms of sense of efficacy, sense 
of community and professional interest would also be 
investigated. 
1.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
The main research questions proposed to be studied are as 
follows: 
1. What is the profile of the instructional leadership of 
principals in Hong Kong secondary schools 'in terms of 
Hallinger et al.'s model (1983, 1987a)? 
2. .How are the contextual variables such as average teaching 
experience of staff, principal experience, principal's 
professional training in education administration, 
passing percentage of 5 , subjects in Certifiqate 
examination, academic . quality of Form 1 students and 
parental support r~lated to profiles of principal's 
instructional leadership? 
3'. How is principal's instructional leadership related to 
teachers' affective and attitudinal outcome~ in terms of 
7 
sense of efficacy, sense of community and professional 
interest? 
4. If effectiveness of instructional leadership is defined 
in terms of teacher's sense of efficacy, sense of 
community and professional interest, how the profile of 
effective instruction~l leadership is different from that 
of ineffective instructional leadership? 
1.3 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDy 
In order to increase the effectiveness of school, 
administrators must find ways to ensure and promote the 
learning atmosphere inside schools. Apart from improving the 
teaching techniques of the teachers, principals play a pivotal 
role on teaching and classroom practices through the 
establishment of belief structures and school policies that 
promote an "academic press" which in turn leads to an increase 
in student achievement. In Hong Kong, most of the leadership 
studies of the secondary school principals are related to the 
broadly defined categories of leadersh~p behaviors. No study 
is devoted to the specific role of principal being as an 
instructional leader. The present study focuses on the 
instructional . leadership behaviors of the principals in Hong 
Kong secondary schools. Hence, the findings of this study 
would provide some information about present situations of the 
instructional leadership of principals. The study should be 
helpful to school administrators who wish to improve 
instruction and effectiveness of schools. Also, it may give 
8 
insights to the Education Department or other related 
institutes fn organizing training programs for school 
administrators in Hong Kong. 
The profile of effective instructional leadership may 
reveal the pattern of the instructional leadership functions 
that principals emphasize. This pattern may be compared with 
the findings in effective school studies. It may contribute to 
the description of principal's role being as an effective 
instructional leader in terms of specific behaviors 
identified. Practically, the study may also provide 
information about the instructional lead~rship training needs 
of secondary school principals in Hong Kong. 
In most of the instructional leadership researches, 
student academic achievements are used as the dependent 
variables. This may be .problematic since many other factors 
(parents, teachers, peer groups, etc.) would mediate the 
effect of principal' s i~structional leadership and student 
outcomes. In the present study, teachers' affective and 
atti tudinal outcomes that are related to ' the academic 
achievement of the students are used as dependent variables. 
It may contribute to the conceptualization of future 
researches which intend to employ teacher outcomes as 
indicators of direct effects of principal's instructional 
leadership. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND THEORETICAL FRAlfEfiORK 
The following chapter will first review the concept of 
instructional leadership and give an overview of the 
instructional leadership ~odels with emphasis on comparing the 
instructional leadership f 'unctions posi ted by diff,erent 
models. Secondly, factors affecting or antecedents to 
instructional leadership and the relationship between student 
achievement and instructional leadership will be reviewed. 
Lastly, the impact of instructional leadership on teacher 
outcomes will be going through. Based on the reviewed 
literature, conception of the present study will be developed. ' 
2.1 CONCEPT OF INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP 
Leadership is a subject that has long excited interest 
among scholars and laypersons. It has been defined in terms of 
indiyidual traits, behavior, influence over other people, 
interaction patterns, role relationships, occupation of an 
administrative position 'and perception by others regarding. 
legitimacy of influence. Some representative definitions are 
as follow: 
1. Leadership is "the behavior of an individual when 'he is 
directing the activities of a group toward a shared 
goals." (Hemphill & Coons, 1957) 
2. Leadership is "interpersonal influence, exercised in a 
si tuation, and directed, through the communication 
process., toward the attainment of a specified goal or 
10 
goals." (Tannenbaum, Weschler & Massarik, 1961) 
3. Leadership is "the initiation and maintenance of 
structure in expectation and interaction." (stogdill, 
1974, p.411) 
Although there are various definitions of leadership, 
they often imply that leadership involves a social influence 
process in which a person directs members of the group towards 
a goal (Bryman, 1986). In secondary schools, principals (like 
other mid-level managers) face challenging work demands 
(Martin & Willower, 1981). They have to exercise leadership 
over instructional tasks while completing other non-
instructional managerial responsibilities. 
Definition of Instructional Leadership 
There have been many attempts to define instructional 
leadership. Peters on (1989) defined instructional leadership 
as those core actions taken by principals to shape the 
teaching-learning process. These action~ may involve directly 
molding teaching and curr-icula, shaping the values and 
purposes of the school, or establishing the conditions that 
promote effective teaching and learning. Leitner (1988) 
defined instructional leadership as a part of principal 
leadership which _ include~ the manipulation of resources, 
I 
rules, procedures, goal~ and personnel with the purpose of 
improving school programs and effectiveness. Duke ' (1987) 
adapted what Wynn De Bevoise (1984, p.15) called "those 
actions that a principal takes, or delegates to others, to 
11 
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promote growt,h in student learning" as the def ini tion of 
iI1structional leadership. He extended the concept that 
instructional leadership is 'confined within the job of the 
principal. Due to the ,organizational features of secondary 
schools, especially their diverse organizational forms, 
complex technology, diverse departmental structures, varied • 
goals, poor organizational linkages and transient clientele, 
the principal of secondary school have to delegate part of 
his/her instructional leadership functions to vice principal, 
department heads, specialists and teachers according tOQ the 
particular si tuat.ions within each school (Selim, 1989; 
Greenfield, 1987). 
From the above definitions, instructional leadership 
involves both the technical aspects and normative conditions 
related to teaching and learning with the purpose of promoting 
growth in student learning . This way to define instructional 
leadership is adopted in the present study. So, instructional 
leadership is defined as the core actions (including the 
technical aspects manipulation of resources, rules, 
procedures and ·personnels, and also the normative conditions -
-- shaping the goals, values and purposes of the school) that 
a principal takes, or delegates to others, to promote teaching 
and learning. 
Models of Instructional Leadership 
In the last two decades, different models of 
instructional leadership have been developed by different 
12 
researchers. ' The models reflect the ways how the researchers 
conceptualize the s ,cope . and dimensions of instructiona l 
leadership. By looking at the models, we would have a better 
understanding about the instructional leadership behaviors o f 
the principals. So, in the following section, models o f 
instructional leadership would be reviewed and thei r 
similarities and differences would be compared. 
Bossert et al. (1982) posited a well known model (se ~~ 
Figure 1) for the relationship between leadership and. 
organization. They argued that the principal's managemen t 
behavior affects two basic features of the school's socia l 
organization ' --- climate and instructional organi2ation ~ 
These are the contexts in which various social relationshi p 
are formed and which, in turn, shape teacher's behavior and 
students' learning experiences that produce student learning ~ 
At the same time, the principal's own management behavior i ~ ; 
shaped by a number of factors external to the school. Thes (:~ 
factors include (a) personal characteristics (e.g . 
intel-ligence, skill, orientations, prep~ration), (b) district: 
characteristics (e.g. rules and policy, community 
expectations, teacher collective bargaining agreements), and 
(c) external characteristics (e.g. demographics, state 
mandates, federal pr~gram requirements). 
They proposed that the instructional organization should 
be attended to the school level factors such as student time 
in classrooms, instructional class size and composition, and 




classroom instructional organization rather than supervise 
individual t~acher directly. For the school climate, they 
conceptualized it as the informal and normative elements of a 
school's social organization which contribute to the 
improvement of the student learning outcomes. Lastly, 
principal management behavior operates through influence mode 
and influence activities which affect patterns of school 
climate and instructional organization directly. 
Personal characteristics" School ~ 
~ ~ Climate 
Principal t 







Framework for examining instructional management 
(Bossert et al., 1982) 
In Bossert's model, it is assumed that classroom level 
factors that affect student learning, such as curriculum, 
evaluation, and task characteristic will be influenced by 
factors at the school level. It is also assumed that by 
examining how certain management actions constrain teacher and 
student behavior, one should be able ·to establish some of the 
links between the principal's actions and learning outcomes. 
However, the principal's effect is indirect and it is mediated 
by factors within (such as teachers' arid students' perception 
14 
and behavior) and external (such as parents' perception and 
behavior) to the school environment (Ellett and Walberg, 1979; 
Cheng, 1991b). So, instead of the indirect effects on student 
learning outcomes, more direct effects of instructional 
leadership such as teacher's sense of efficacy, sense of 
community and professional interest are of interest 1n the 
present study. 
On emphasizing that instructional leadership must be 
defined in terms of observable practices and behaviors that 
principals can implement, Hallinger (1983) and Hallinger et 
al. (1987a), Duke (1987) and Larsen (1987) proposed three 
different models of instructional leadership. Halliri~er (1983) 
and Hallinger et al. (1987a) noted the principal's . role 
comprised of thre« dimensions of instructional leadership 
activity with each dimension contains specific job functions 
(see Figure 2). The dimensions of instructional leadership 
are: 
(1) Defining the school mission instructional leaders have 
a clear vision of what the school is trying to accomplish. 
Defining that mission entails leading the staff in developing 
school wide goals and communicating them to the entire school 
communi ty . out of the mission evolves a sense of purpose 
shared by the staff, students and community, which unites all 
the school activities; 
( 2) Managing instructional program --- the principal works 
wi th staff in areas related to evaluation, development and 
implementation of curriculum and instruction. Moreover, the 
principal ' has to supervise the instructional programs, 
15 
Dimensions: Fynctions: 
~Framing the school goals Defining school mission Communicating the school goals 
Supervising & evaluating instruction 
Coordinating curriculum 
Managing 







Protecting instructional time 
Promoting instructional improvement 
& professional development 
Maintaining high visibility 
Providing incentives for teachers 
Enforcing academic standards 
Providing incentives for students 
Instructional Leadership Framework 
(Hallinger, 1983; Hallinger & Murphy, 1987a) 
coordinate the curriculum by ensuring that students recei ve 
appropriate instruction in areas identified by the school 
district and monitor student progress both within individual 
classrooms and across grades; 
(3) promoting" a positive school learning climate --- school 
learning climate refers to the norms and attitudes of the 
staff and students that influence learning in the school. 
Principals shape the learning climate directly and indirectly 
16 
by (a) maintaining high visibili ty in order to communicate 
priorities and models . expectations; (b) creating a rewarding 
system that reinforces academic achievement and productive 
effort; (c) establishing clear, explicit standards that embody 
the school's expectations of students. 
The Hallinger's model focuses on the importance of 
principals engaging in activities that shape, direct and 
structure the technical aspects of teaching and learning 
process as well as those establish the normative conditions of 
the school. When it is compared with the Bossert's model, it 
is easy to recognize that the ' Bossert' s school climate 
corresponds to the defining of the school mission and 
promoting a positive school learning climate proposed by 
Hallinger et al. Meanwhile, . the Bossert's instructional 
organization can be represented by the managing instructional 
program suggested by Hallinger et al. Also, under each of the 
three dimensions of instructional leadership suggested by 
Hallinger et al., a comprehensive list of behaviors that 
comprise instructional leadership were proposed . . It seems to 
be a powerful model in studying instructional leadership. 
Duke (1987, p. 81-83) derived a vision of instructional 
leadership (see Figure 3) after reviewing the recent 
researches of school effectiveness. Duke . ar-gued that in order 
to improve t~e school effecti veness , instructional leaders 
must be prepared to deal with seven situations: ( 1) Teacher 
supervision and development --- it is the context that the 
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Supervision entails the direct monitoring of instruction and 
the collection of data that may be useful in setting targets 
for improvement. Development involves efforts to improve the 
performance of individual teachers as well as entire staffs; 
(2) Teacher evaluation --- the primary purpose of teacher 
evaluation is the accountability. To perform this task 
conscientiously and constructively, the , instructional leader 
must be guided by a working concept of effective teaching; (3) 
Instructional management- and support --- this involves the 
development and implementation of school policies related to 
instruction, the creation of a school climate conducive to 
instructional improvement, and school discipline plans and 
efforts to reduce classroom interruptions i (4) Resource 
management --- it encompasses such functions as class and 
student scheduling, development of school calendar, teacher 
recruitment and assignment, textbook adoption, and acquisition 
and allocation of instructional materials; (5) Quality control 
it includes reviewing test resu~ts, evaluating school 
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programs, adjusting expectations and performance standards, 
and monitoring the progress of individual students; (6) 
Coordination --- it includes activities designed to eliminate 
duplication of services, clarify goals and expectations, and 
reduce the tendencies of sUb-units of the school to work at 
. cross-purposes. It may call for the developm~nt of 
organizational processes, procedures, and structures, 
ultimately it depends on the interpersonal skills of 
instructional leaders (Greenfie1d, 1987); (7) Troubleshooting 
--- it refers to anticipating instructional problems and 
dealing with them before they get too great. It may involve 
grade-level meetings, staffing, course evaluations, parent 
contacts, curriculum ' reviews, and a list of other processes 
designed to detect early warning signals. 
• 
Through a review of the theoretical instructional 
leadership models by Duke (1982), Hal1inger et al. (1983), and 
\ 
Synder (1983), as well as an extensive review of literature on 
effective principals and leadership behavior ., Larsen (1987) 
generated a list of 44 commonly identified instructional 
leadership behaviors. He clustered these 44 behaviors into six 
instructional leadership functions of the principal. These 
functions are: goal setting, coordination, supervision and 
evaluation, staff development, school climate, and· school-
· oommunity relations. 
Basically, these . three models suggeste.d that 
instructional leadership is comprised of meaningful and 
m~asurab1e categories of leadership behaviors. The model 
suggested by Hallinger (1983) and Hallinger & Murphy (1987a) 
is consistent ' with the conceptualization of Bossert et al. 
(1982). It assesses the technical aspects of teaching and 
learning process and normative conditions of the school in 
terms of three instructional leadership dimensions. Under 
these three dimensions are eleven instructional leadership 
functions. It provides a comprehensive list of behaviors 
related to instructional leadership. In this view, Hallinger's 
model provides a logical and sensible view in understanding 
principal's instructional leadeTship behaviors. For the model 
proposed by Larsen (1987), it also comprises a list of 
commonly identified instructional leadership behaviors. These 
behaviors are grouped in six instructional leadership 
functions. Basically, most of these leadership behaviors 
(except the dimension of school-community relations) are 
included in Hallinger's model. The model proposed by Duke 
(1987) consists of seven key situations that instructional 
leaders must deal with effectively. These situations are also 
included in the instructional leadership functions of 
Hallinger's model. If one wants to tap the instructional 
leadership behaviors of the principals in Hong Kong secondary 
schools, it seems that Hallinger's model would give a more 
detailed picture. 
In addition to defining instructional leadership in terms 
of observable practices and behaviors, other researchers 
conceptualize instructional leadership from different 
,approaches. with the student achievement being treated as the 
most 'important outcome of schooling, Synder (1983) and Johnson 
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& Synder (~986) conceptualized instructional leadership in 
terms of significant school organization process variables 
that influence instr~ction and achievement. These process 
variables include (1) school planning, (2) staff and program 
development, and (3) evaluation (see Figure 4). They further 
contended that a typical management structure might divide the 
school year into three parts: planning (September 'and 
October), development (November through April), and evaluation 
(May and June). Hence, they put the instructional leadership 
tasks under the time dimension with emphasis on different 
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Instructional leadership model 
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The model , assumes that (1) school producti vi ty is based 
upon a foundation of collaboratively def ined, resul ts-
or iented, school improvement goals, ( 2 ) goal tasks are 
identified and assigned to work groups who plan for their work 
collectively and to which individual teachers are held 
accountable for their performance on the basis of specific 
standards and goals, and (3) instructional and resource 
programs are designed and managed to ensure student mastery. 
staff development programs are planned by school staff around 
goal related needs. School assessment is based on school goals 
and analysis of team and individual growth and producti vi ty 
results. Student achievement patterns are studied as well in 
the aggregate. 
The model further assumes that the principal (1) treats 
his primary role preoccupation is on instructional 
improvements for the purpose of increasing student achievement 
norms, ( 2) understands the learning and teaching process as 
well as the organizational influences on performance, and (3) 
engages with teachers in the school improvement process 
collaborately as a community of educators. 
Duckworth (1983) presented another model to show how 
principals shape the work of teachers and student achievement. 
He began with student work and the conditions that influence 
student achievement and then deductively moves backward from 
. research on effective schools and teaching and principal 
practices to identify teacher and principal work structures 
and school district policy believed to cause student 
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achievement. This model reiterates the ways in which 
principals shape the technical and normative elements of the 
school through both direct and indirect decisions about 
instruction, school structure and facul ty, al though its 
emphases are different. As Pitner (1988) noted in her analysis 
of the Duckworth model, district factors, principal's 'work, 
school organization and climate all shape (1) teacher's 
agendas for the class, (2) teacher incentives to work and to 
shape instruction, and ( 3 ) teacher resources. All of th'ese 
factors, Duckworth argued, may occur concurrently and depict a 
series of reciprocal causal relationships. 
Recently, Heck, Larsen and Marcoulides (1990) proposed a 
theoretical model of the principal's instructional leadership 
role (see Figure 5). The model was based on the Bossert et al. 
(1982) model of the principal's instructional leadership role, 
Hallinger and Murphy's (1987b) conceptualization of 
instructional leadership within the social context of 
schooling, and Pitner and Hocevar's (1987) analysis of the 
multidimensional nature of principal leadership behavior. The 
model posits that how the principal governs the school's 
internal and external political environments (Governance) will 
directly affect the principal's implementation of key 
instructional leadership behaviors within the domains of work 
structure, including school ' climate and school instructional 











Predictive model of principal instructional leadership 
variables influencing student achievement. 
(Heck, Larsen and Marcoulides, 1990) 
The results of the empirical study conducted by Heck et 
al. (1990) confirmed that the proposed model fit the data. 
They were able to link two mediating variables identified by 
Bossert et al. (1982) as important domains of principal 
influence (school climate and school instructional 
organization) to level of student achievement. Furthermore, 
the causal relationships proposed and tested in the study 
provided empirical support for the Bossert et al. (1982) 
model, indicating that through the frequency and effectiveness 
of implementing instructional leadership behaviors identified, 
principals can have direct effects on the achievement levels 
of their schools. On the other hand, as admitted by the 
researchers, generalization , from the study is limited by the 
missing data from the schools of midd~e achievement level. 
In summ~ry , the above models provide a long list of 
behaviors in which principals may engage as instructional 
le'aders, and the models suggest several themes in common. 
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Firstly, principal is the key ' but not the only person to 
provide instructional leadership ln secondary school. 
Secondly, effective leadership focuses on shaping both the 
technical and the cuI tural aspects of teaching and learning 
(Firestone and Wilson, 1985, 1987). Thirdly, leadership 
implies movement toward valued ends with changes occurring 
through both planned efforts and/or through informal ones. 
Finally, principals may enact much indirect, symbolic 
leadership through brief daily interactions with teachers, 
. students, and others, as w~ll as in the less numerous long-
range planning activities they may do as administrators . 
• 
Sergiovanni (1987) treated leadership metaphorically as a set 
of five forces available to the principals as they impact 
school ing. The five forces of leadership are: ( 1 ) the 
technical force --- it is the power of leadership derived from 
sound management techniques, (2) the human force it is the 
power of leadership derived ' from harnessing the school's 
social and interpersonal potential, its human resources, (3) 
the educational force --- it is the power of leadership 
derived from expert knowledge about matters of education and 
schooling, (4 ) the symbolic force it is the power of 
leadership derived from focusing attention of others on 
matters of importance to the school, and ( 5 ) the cuI tural 
force -- it is the power of 'leadership derived from building a 
unique school culture. It seems that the effective 
instructional leader would utilize the five leadership forces 
in different dimensions with different emphasis so that it 
matches the demands in the work si tuation. In short, the 
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secondary school principal's instructional leadership can be 
described ~n terms of the type of influence used (direct or 
indirect), the point where .leverage is applied (school or 
classroom), the focus of the influence (technical or 
symbolic), and the degree of formalization of the impro~ement 
process (systematic or nonsystematic) (peterson, 1989) . (see 
Table 1). 
TABLE 1 
Secondary school principal's instructional leadership 
(Peterson, 1989) 
Type of InfluenGe 
Point of Leverage 
















The present study is being as an exploratory study of 
principal's instructional leadership in Hong Kong, and it is a 
cross sectional survey. We would lim{t ourselves on describing 
the principal's instructional leadership behaviors which have 
. 
direct influence on the school level factors related to 
instruction. They include the technical and symbolic aspects 
of leadership behaviors that promote student learning. 
Moreover, it is also interested to address the leadership 
behaviors related to systematic improvement process. 
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-When different reviewed instructional leadership models 
are summarized in Table 2, it is found that in order to 
understand the effect of the principal's instructional 
leadership, both the leadership functions that shape the 
technical aspects and normative conditions of teaching and 
learning must be taken into consideration. The models 
suggest~d by Hallinger (1983) and Hallinger and Murphy 
(1987a) , and Heck (1990) are consistent with the 
conceptualization of Bossert et al. (1982) All of them 
contended that school learning climate and school 
instructional organization are two dom~ins of principal's 
influence at the school level in managing the school's work 
structure. Hallinger (1983) and Hallinger et al. (1987a) 
further delineated these two domains of principal's influence 
into eleven instructional leadership functions. These 
instructional leadership functions provide a detailed list of 
leadership behaviors for the investigation of instructional 
management role of principals. Furthermore, most of the 
instructional leadership functions suggested in Duke's (1987) 
and Larsen's (1987) models (except the function of school-
communi ty relation in Larsen' s model) are included in this 
model. In Hong Kong, there is no study on the instructional 
leadership of secondary school principals before. The present 
study is being an exploratory one. So, it seems to be 
appropriate to have a model that could incorporate a broader 
range of instructional leadership behaviors so that a more 
detailed picture of the instructional leadership of the 
principals could be reflected. Hence, the model suggested by 
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Hallinger (1983) and Hallinger et al. (1987a) is adopted in 
the present study. 
TABLE 2 
Comparison of , diff~rent instructional leadership models ' 
Factors affecting instructional 
leadership 
Bossert Principal's personal characteristic 
et al. District characteristics 















Principal's knowledge of curriculum 
& instruction 
Professional norms of teachers 
District office expectation 
Role diversity of principal 
Teacher's work, school organization 
/climate and principal's work 
affect each other 
Principal's competence 
Principal knowledge of teaching 
, learning 
Principal's role in instructional 
improvement _ 
, Principal's cooperation with teacher 
• in' improvement program 
How principal govern the internal! 
external environment 
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Instructional leadership dimensions: 
Technical aspects Normative aspects 
Instructional organization School learning climate 
. Managing instructional 
program 
supervision & evaluation 
Coordination 
staff development 
Shape teacher's resource 
Teacher supervision & 
evaluation 
Quali ty control 
Teacher development 
Resource management 
Defining school mission 




School community relation 
Shape teacher's working 
agenda 
Shape teacher's incentive 
Instruction management & 
support ) 
Coordination & Troubleshooting 
Instructional leadership functions are the process of 
.. planning 
.. staff and program development 
.. evaluation 
Instructional organization School climate 
Comparison of general leadership models and toe instructional 
leadership model 
Recall the development of the research on leadership 
behavior during the past three decades, the research programs 
at the ohio state University and University of Michigan ~ighly 
influenced the succeeding researches on leadership behavior. A 
major objective of the Ohio state ~niversit:y Leadership 
Studies was to develop questionnaires for subordinates to use 
in describing the behaviors o'f the leaders or managers. A 
preliminary questionnaire composed of items of important 
leadership functions was administered to various groups of 
samples (Fleishman, 1953; Halpin & Winer, 1957; Hemphill & 
Coons, 1957). Factor analysis of the subordinates' responses 
to th~ questionnaire suggested that they perceived their 
supervisor's behavior primarily in terms of two behavior 
content categories. They are (1) consideration --- the degree 
,-
to which a leader acts in a friendly and supportive manner, 
shows concern for subordinates, and looks out for their 
• 
welfare; and (2) initiating structure --- the degree to which 
a leader defines and structures his/her own role and the roles 
of subordinates toward attainment of the group's formal goals. 
Based on the results of the initial studies, the questionnaire 
was then revised and shortened. The questionnaire was called 
Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) which has 
been used extensively in many leadership behavior studies. 
At approximately the same time as the Ohio state 
, leadership studies, the University of Michigan Survey Research 
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Center conducted a series of studies on leadership behavior 
(Katz, Maccoby & Morse, 1950; Katz & Kahn, 1952; Katz, 
Maccoby, Gurin & Floor, 1951). Two distinct styles of 
leadership' were identif ied production oriented and 
employee oriented. Production oriented leaders concentrate on 
task-oriented ' functions such as planning and scheduling the 
work, coordinating subordinate activities, providing necessary 
supplies and technical assistance'. The production oriented 
behaviors appear similar to initiating structure as defined by 
the Ohio state researchers. Employee oriented leaders are more 
considerate, supporti ve and helpful with subordinates. They 
would try to understand subordinate problems, help to d~velop 
subordinates and further their careers, keep subordinates 
informed, show appreciation for subordinates' ideas, and 
provide recognition for subordinate contributions and 
accomplishments (Yulk, 1989). The employee oriented behaviors 
appe~r similar to consideration as defined by Ohio state 
researchers. 
When the instructional leadership model proposed by 
Hallinger (1983) and Hallinger et al. (1987a) is compared with 
these two leadership models, it seems that the instructional 
leadership functions including framing school goals, 
supervising 
curriculum, 
and evaluating instruction, 
monitoring 'student progress, 
coordinating 
protecting 
instructional ' time, and enforcing academic standards (which 
are leadership functions related to attainment of the school's 
formal goals in instruction) are in iine with the leadership 
dimension of initiating structure or production oriented in 
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the Ohio state leadership studies and the Michigan leadership 
studies ~espectively. While the instructional leadership 
functions of communicating. the school goals, promoting 
instructional improvement and professional development, 
maintaining high visibility, providing incentives for 
teachers, and providing incentives for learning (which are 
leadership functions related to teachers' and students I 
personal growth, ~dvancement and achievement) are consistent 
wi th the leadership dimension of consideration or employee 
oriented in the Ohio state leadership studies and the Michigan 
leadership studies respectively. 
However, classifying leadership behaviors into two 
broadly defined categories, consideration and initiating 
structure, only provide general and simplistic pi~ture of 
leadership. Various researchers (Yukl, 1987; Mintzberg, 1973; 
Morse & Wagner, 1976; stogdill, 1963; Bowers & Seashore, 1966; 
House & Mitchell ! 1974; Luthans & Lockwood, 1984; Page, 1985) 
had defined leadership behaviors according to different 
taxonomies. Yukl (1987) compared the different taxonomies and 
found considerable convergence among them, despi te the 
differences in purpose and development (see Table 3). 
Yukl further refined his integrating taxonomy of . 
managerial behavior into 4 board categories, 11 middle-range 
behavior categories, and_ a much larger number of specif ie 
~omponent behaviors (see Figure 6) . . 
The four board categories of managerial behavior are 
building and maintaining relationships, collecting and 
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TABLE 3 
Approximate correspondence of leadership categories among 
major taxonomies --- adopted .from Yukl (1989) 
MORSE & BOWERS & HOUSE & lUTHANS & 
YUKl MINTZBERG WAGNER STOGDlll SEASHORE MITCHEll lOCKWOOD PAGE 
Supporting 
· 
Consider- leader Supportive . . 
ation Support leadership 
Consulting 
· · · 
Participative . 
leadership 
Delegating · Tolerance · · 
of Freedom 
Recognizing · · · · Motivating & 
Reinforcing 
Rewarding 
· · · · 
Motivating leader Motivating Production Goal Achieve- Super-
Role & Conflict Emphasis Emphasis m~nt- vising 
Handling oriented 
leadershiip 
Managing Integration Interaction · Managing 
Conflict & Facilitation Conflict 
Team 
Building 
Developing Providing · · Training & 
Develop- Developing 
ment 
Clarifying · Initiating Directive 
Structure leadership 
Planning & Resource Organizing Work Planning & Planning & 
Organizing Allocator; & Coordi- Facilitation Coordinat- Organizing; 
Entrepre- nating ing Strategic 
neur 
Planning 
Problem Disturb- Strategic Role · Problem Decision 
Solving ance Problem Assumption; SolVing & Making 
Handler Solving . Demand Deciding 
Reconcili-
ation 
Informing Dissem- Information · · · Exchanging 
Consulting 
inator Handling Information 
Monitoring Monitor · · · · Monitoring! 
Monitoring 
Controlling Indicators : 
Controlling 
Spokesman; · Repre- · · 
Interacting Repre-Repre-
with senting 
senting Negotiator; senting; 
Figurehead Influencing Outsiders; 
Superiors Socializing & 
Politicking 
Managing 
· · · 
Coordi-
Networking li~son nating 
& environ-
Interfacing ment & Re-
sources 




Integrating taxonomy of managerial behavior 
adopted from Yukl (1989) 
disseminating information, making decisions, and influencing 
peopJ-e. wi thin each board category are behavior categories 
defined at a middle' level of generality. Building and 
maintaining relationships includes managing conflict and team 
building, networking, and supporting. Collecting and 
disseminating information includes monitoring, clarifying and 
informing. Making decision~ includes problem solving, planning 
and organizing, and consulting and delegating. Influencing 
people includes motivating, and recognizing and. rewarding. 
wiih 11 middle-range behavior categories, the integrating 
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taxonomy encompasses most aspects of managerial behavior 
relevant for 'understanding managerial effectiveness (Yukl, 
1989). Also" each category iricludes specific examples of 
behavior that are concerned both with task and people but in 
varying degrees. 
As instructional leadership refers to the leadership 
exercised by principals with focus in instruction so as to 
improve the academic achievement of the students, we may 
compare the instructional leadership model posited by 
Hallinger (1983) and Hallinger et al. (1987a) with the 
integrating taxonomy of managerial behavior proposed by Yukl 
(1989) (see Figure 7). The instructional leadership function, 
framing school goals, which refers to the principal's role in 
determining the areas in which the school staff will focus its 
attention and resources in a given school year may correspond 
to the managerial ,behavior categories of clarifying, and 
planning and organizing which refers to assigning tasks, 
providing direction in how to do the work, determining long-
range objectives, and allocating resources among acti vi tie~ 
according to priorities. communicating school goals which 
refers to the ways that the principal communicate the school's 
important goals to teachers and students corresponds to 
informing and clarifying which refer to disseminating relevant 
information about decisions, plans, and activities to people 
who need to do their work, and communicating a clear 
understanding of job responsibilities, task objectives, and 
pe,rformance expectations. supervising and evaluating 
instruction which' refers to the principal's formal role in 
34 
Instructional leadership functions: 
(Hallinger, 1983;" "Hal1inger et al., 
1987a) 
Managerial behavior categories: 
(Yukl, 1989) 
_--,--____ . '_< Cl a r; fy; n9 
Planning & organizing 
Framing school goals 
____ .-I!'.< Informing Communicating school goals 
Clarifying 
Supervising & evaluating instruction Monitoring 
<
Informing 
Coordinating curriculum -----.....c: 
Monitoring 
Monitoring student ·progress Monitoring 
Protecting instructional time Monitoring 
" Supporting 
Promoting instructional improvemen~ , 
and professional development ~ 
, Managing conflict & team building 
_
___ ----oI<Network i ng 
Maintaining high visibility -
Informing 
-<
Recognizing and rewarding 
Providing incentives for teachers " 
Motivating 
_
____ <problem solving 
Enforcing academic standards -
Monitoring 
_
__ ~<ReCOgniZing and rewarding 
Providing incentives for learning . 
Motivating 
FIGURE 7 
Approximate correspondence of instructional leadership 
functions and managerial behavior categories 
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supervising and evaluating the instruction behavior of 
teachers is similar to the managerial behavior category of 
moni taring which refers to gathering information about the 
progress and quality of work activities, and the performance 
of individual contributors. Coordinating curriculum which 
·means the activities that the principal engages in to ensure 
that the curricular objectives are closely aligned with 
content taught and content tested is in line with the 
managerial behavior categories of informing and moni toring. 
Moni toring student progress which refers to the acti vi ties 
that principal engages in to ensure that teachers use test 
results in goal setting, curricular assessment, planning and 
measuring progress towards goals is consistent wi th the 
behavior category of monitoring. Protecting instructional time 
w.()uld correspond to the managerial behavior category of 
monitoring. Promoting instructional improvement and 
professional development is similar to the managerial behavior 
categories of supporting, and managing conflict and team 
building which refer to providing helpful career advice, doing 
things to aid someone's career advancement, and fostering team 
work and cooperation. Maintaining high visibility which refers 
to the activities that the principal engages in to gather 
information about the school and to convey to teachers and 
students is similar to the 'managerial behavior categories of 
networking an~ informing through which the principal maintains 
relationship wi th teache~s through periodic interaction and 
a~tendance at meetings and social events. Providing incentives 
. 
for teachers and students would correspond to the managerial 
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categories of -,recognizing and rewarding, and motivating which 
are the two behavior categories that principals operate so as 
to influence both teachers and students to a higher 
achievement level. Lastly, enforcing academic standards which 
refers to the ways in which principal sets high academic 
standards for the teachers and students to meet and 
establishes remedial actions when standards are not met would 
correspond to the managerial behavior categories of problem 
• 
solving and monitoring. 
From the above comparison, it can be ' seen that the 
instructional leadership functions in Hallinger's model relate 
to all of the managerial behavior categories (except 
consulting and delegating) proposed by Yukl (1989) which 
encompass' most aspects of managerial behavior relevant for 
understanding managerial effectiveness. It seems that the 
Hallinger's model is appropriate for the present study whjch 
aim at portraying a more detailed picture of the instructional 
leadership of principals in Hong Kong secondary schools. 
However, the Hallinger',s model does not include any leadership 
function related to consulting and delegating which refers to 
encouraging suggestions . for improvement, inviting 
participation in decision, and incorporating the ideas and 
suggestions of others in decisions. So, it would be 
appropriate to add one more leadership function, enco~raging 
decis~on participation, to the Hallinger' s model. Moreove'r, 
some theorists have advocated that leaders who make extensive 
use of participati ve decision procedures are more effective 
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(McGregor, .1960; Likert, 1967; Argyris, 1964). 
On the other hand, the model suggested by Synder (1983) 
posi ted that the instructional leadership functions may be 
implemented consecutively throughout the whole school year. It 
gives. some hints to the present study that teachers invited to 
complete the questionnaire should have at least · one year 
service in that school. Furthermore, the Duckworth model 
suggested that principal's work, school organization and 
teacher's work affect each other. Also, Ellett and Walberg 
(1979) argued that individuals other than principals (e.g. 
teachers, parents, community) serve as mediators because they 
intervene between principal's functioning and student outcome 
such as attendance, learnIng and achievement. So, the 
principal's effect on stUdent learning .may be an indirect 
effect. Before such an indirect effect is studied, direct 
effect such as effect of instructional leadership on teacher's 
perception, shared norms and values should be studied. In the 
present study, principal's instructional leadership and its 
relationship to teacher's sense of efficacy, sense of 
community and professional interest are studied. The reason 
why these three variables are the more direct outcomes of 
instructional leadership would be discussed later. 
Factors affecting or antecedents to instructional leadership 
As we can see that although principal is not the only 
person in secondary school to provide instructional leadership 
' (G~eenfield, 1987; Selim, 1989), he/she is the key person to 
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be the initiator, manager, and supervisor of the instructional 
improvement programs. In the following section, the personal 
characteristics of the principal to be an effective 
instructional leader and the school context that would limit 
the influence of the principal would be examined. 
Personal characteristics 
Personal char~cteristics refer to the knowledge, skills, 
beliefs and personal dispositions characterizing the 
individual principal. Boss~rt et al. (1982) speculated three 
personal characteristics as having the potential to influence 
principal's instructional management behavior. They are sex, 
training and experience. 
Greenfield (1987) argued that the work situation of 
principals must be considered at the same time with the 
. 
personal characteristics since the individual effectiveness in 
a given situation is in large part a function of the degree of 
match between the demands of the situation and the knowledge, 
skills, ~nd dispositions of the individual (Schein, 1978). Two 
aspects of the work situations of principals appear critical. 
First, decisions must be made and actions must be · ' taken, 
usually in the face of competing and co·nflicting norms. 
Second, the principal's work-world is a highly interpersonal 
one#> Decisio,n or '. action alternatives always require the 
assignment of values to facts and exercise of judgment in 
arriving at an alternative. The effective instructional leader 
holds an image or a vision of what , he wants to ' accomplish (De 
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Bevoise, 1984) . Vision results from the exercise of moral 
imagination 0 Moral imagination refers to the inclination of a 
person to ' see that the 'world need not remain as it is (Green, 
1984). It is the ability to see the discrepancy between how 
things are and how they might be. It is "moral" imagination 
because the discrepancy is rooted in an awareness of 'and a 
commi tment to the standards of good practice of ef f ecti ve 
schools and good teaching that characterize membership in the 
normative community of educators. Given the decision to pursue 
some more desirable alternative, the principal must then act 
to realize those objectives. He must articulate the vision to 
teachers and others, and move them to action aimed at 
achieving the desired state. Thus, interpersonal competence is 
central in articulating one's vision to others and in 
-inf I uencing others to act on that vision. Interpersonal 
competence refers to the knowledge and skills that enable an 
individual to shape the responses he gets from others. (Foote 
and cottrell, 1955; Argyris, 1962). 
Recalling the dimensions of Hallinger's model of 
instructional leadership, it seems that the leadership 
functions --- framing the school goals and communicating the 
school goals, are closely related to the ability of the 
principal -to exercise moral imagination to develop the school 
goals and articulate it to the teachers. 
School context 
Hallinger and Murphy (1987b) argued that four contextual 
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variables: .(1) technical clarity and complexity, (2) district 
context, ( 3 ) staff composition, and ( 4 ) school level would 
influence the instructional leadership of principals. These 
variables interact with one another to create an overall 
context within which principals act. 
The technology of an organization is the process it 
employs in ord~r to accomplish its goals. In education, the 
technol.ogy designed to produce student learning is the 
curriculum and instruction to which students are exposed. Two 
aspects of the organizational technology, clarity and 
complexi ty, have an impact on the behavior of managers 
(Thompson, 1967). Clarity refers to the extent to which the 
instr~ctional process is understood and can be specified. The 
clarity of the school's technology creates a context for 
principal leadership. In situations characterized by greater 
clarity, closer supervision is possible and m~y have positive 
results. On the other hand, close supervision of instruction 
in the absence of a clear understanding and policy concerning 
t:qe components of the curriculum or effecti ve classroom 
instruction may result in high levels of administrator-staff 
conflict (Cuban, 1984). Complexity refers to the degree to 
which the instructional processes of the school require 
interdependence and coordination among the teaching staff. In 
general, increased complexity demands greater coordination 
(Cohen and Miiler, 1980). 
The district context influences principals in at least 
th;r:ee complementary ways. First, district support is often 
linked with successful efforts to . implement innovations in 
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schools (Berman, 1984; Finn, 1983; Purkey and Smith, 1983). 
Second, district changes its culture and make excellence in 
teaching top priority (Bridges, 1984). Third, district 
influences the instructional leadership of principals through 
the manipulation of formal and informal controls (Murphy, 
Hallinger and Peterson, 1985). 
In school the staff characteristics that most directly 
influence the leadership behavior of principals include 
structural factors (such as average age, educational level and 
years of experience of the faculty, etc.), personal 
characteristics (such as intelligence, verbal ability, etc.), 
and organizational attitudes (Hallinger and Murphy, 1987b). 
There are sUbstantial differences between secondary and 
elementary schools in terms of size, goal structure, student 
characteristics, department structure, faculty 
characteristics, curricular organization and delivery, and 
linkages to parents and community, thus, secondary principals 
cannot rely on the same type of direct leadership activity 
utilized by their peers at the elementary level (Murphy, 
1988). 
In Hong Kong, the majority of the secondary schools are 
aided schools. They are relatively homogeneous in terms of 
salary structure, 'professional qualification of teachers and 
administrators, promotion structure, teacher-class ratio, 
school facilities, formal curricular to be comp~eted, public 
examination system, supporting pers~nnel, formal opportunities 
of professional training and development, and supervision by 
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~he Hong Kong Education Department (Cheng~ 1991a). Thus, the 
contextual variables included in the present study are school 
age, religious background, number of teachers, average 
teaching experience of teachers, sex of principal, principal 
experience, principal's professional training in education 
administration, passing percentage of 5 subjects in 
certificate examination, academic quality of Form 1 student 
input and parental support (Bossert et al., 1982'; Cheng, 
1991a). 
2.2 INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP AND ITS INDIRECT OUTCOME ---
STUDENT ACHI1WRMIDIT 
strong principal instructional leadership has been shown 
to be correlat~d with school effectiveness (Andrews and 
Solder, 1987; Bossert et al., 1982; Hallinger and Murphy, 
1986a; Bamburg and Andrews, 1990; Short and Spencer, 1989; 
Larsen, 1987; Heck et - all" 1990). Principal's instructional 
leadership behaviors do not appear to affect the academic 
achievement of students directly (Bossert et al., 1982; Boyan" , 
1988; Larsen, 1987; Pitner, 1988). They do not affect the 
academic achievement of individual students in the same manner 
that teachers do through direct classroom instruction. 
However, principals may affect teaching and classroom 
practices through school decisions such as formulating school 
goals, setting and communicating high achievement 
expectations, organizing classroom for instruction, allocating 
neGessary resources, supervising teachers' performance, 
monitoring student' progress, and promoting a positive, orderly 
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environment 'for learning. These activities fall in either the 
dimensions of instructional leadership suggested by Hallinger 
et al. (1983): defining school mission, managing instruction 
and curriculum, and promoting school climate, or the domains 
of principal influence at the school level in managing the 
school's work structure by Bossert et al. (1982): building 
school climate and supervising instruction~l organization. 
However, there are problems associated with previous 
research on the effects of principal instructional leadership 
behaviors on school processes and outcomes (Heck and 
Marc9ulides, 1988, 1989; Rowan et al., 1983). Murphy (1988) 
posited that there are methodological weaknesses in the 
studies of instructional leadership. Major methodological 
problems can be grouped into two categories: (1) narrow 
research base only a few longitudinal studies that examine 
instructional leadership directly; not much studies try to 
specify the causal relationship between administration 
leadership and organizational outcomes 
and (2) generalizability most 
(Heck et al., 1990), 
of the studies of 
instructional leadership are undertakeri in low income, urban 
elementary schools, hence it is problematic to generalize the 
findings to secondary schools ' with different socioeconomic 
background. ThUS, the present study focuses on the 
instructional leadership Of principals in secondary schools 
may contribute to the generalizabiltty of the studies of 
instructional leadership. Furthermore, most studies of 
in~tructional leadership with organizational outcomes use 
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academic achievement in reading and mathematics as the 
dependent variable (Rowan, Bossert and Dwyer, 1983; Larsen i 
1987; Heck et al., 1990; Bamburg and Andrews, 1990; Bossert, 
1988), the other goals of school are neglected. In the present 
study" organizational outcomes such as teacher's sense of 
efficacy, sense of community and professional interest ' are 
used as dependent variables. These variables will be discussed 
ln the following section. 
2 • 3 DIRECT OUTCOMES OF INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP 
As mentioned in the above section, most of the studies of 
instructional leadership used student academic achievement as 
the outcome of instructional leadership. However, it lS 
diff icul t to demonstrate a cause-effect relationship between 
principal instructional leadership and student achievement 
because principals are once-removed from the teaching process 
(Rowan, Bossert & Dwyer, 1983; Bidwell & Kasarda, 1980). 
Moreover, Ellett and Walberg (~979) portrayed the relationship 
between principal behavior and student outcomes as 
nonrecursi ve. Other indi viduals, including teachers and 
parents, serve as mediators because they intervene between the 
principal's functioning and student outcome. In this view, the 
principal of a school would ~nfluence how teachers view their 
work and how ,they teach. Teachers' perceptions and practices 
would, in turn, affect students' learning. Hence, before the 
effect of principal's instructional leadership on students is 
investigated, its effect on teachers should be studied. 
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In several studies, more effective schools are likely to 
have teachers who share norms of collegiality, norms of 
achievement, and norms of continuous improvement (Deal & 
Peterson, 1988; Hawley & Rosenholtz, 1984; Little & Bird, 
1987). These norms reinforce behaviors of teachers and others 
that increase the flow of technical information and teacher 
motivation. Norms of collegiality are shared expectations that 
teachers and other colleagues will cooperate, exchange ideas 
about teaching, and provide assistance when requested (Hawley 
& Rosenholtz, 1984; Little, 1982). Norms of achievement refer 
to the agreement that students ' and teacher will work 
diligently ' to achieve what is valued in the school (Deal & 
Peters on , 1988; Hawley & Rosenholtz, 1984; Little & Bird, 
1987). Norms of continuous improvement are teachers' shared 
expectations that they will regularly seek to improve what 
they are doing in the classroom, will frequently attend 
seminars, and contihuously experiment with new, more effective 
ways of teaching (Deal & Peters on , 1988; Hawley & Rosenholtz, 
1984). These norms seem to be closely related ~o the variables. 
of sense of community, sense of efficacy, and professional 
interest respectively. Teachers with a high sense of community 
(which refers to the relationship of unity, belonging and 
cooperati ve interdependenqe among peers) seem to share the 
norms of collegiality as they share one's value and goals in 
teaching and they are ready to give help whenever requested 
(Newmann, Rutter & Smith, 1989). Teachers with a high sense of 
efficacy perceive themselves as more able to lead to the 
success of the students and they may share the norms of 
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aqhievement. Teachers with high professional interest seek to 
improve their teaching techniques and further . professional 
development through attending seminars, exchanging new ideas 
in teaching among staff, etc. (Frasher &, Fisher, 1990), so, 
they may share the norms of continuous improvement. The 
following section would look at these three variables which 
reflect the perception and attitude of the individual teacher 
that is related to the student academic achievement. 
S'ense of efficacy refers to , teacher's perceptions that 
his or her teaching is worth the effort, that it leads to the 
success of students and is personally s.atisfying (Newmann, 
Rutter &, Smith, 1989). Sense of efficacy defined in such a way 
. . 
here may represent conceptually distinct dimensions of job 
satisfaction and efficacy. Efficacy, for teachers, is based on 
their perceived ability to affect students' learning, whereas 
satisfaction derives from the value that teachers place on 
this " activity (Ashton & Webb, 1986). In an organizational 
environment, efficacy and satisfaction typically do not 
reflect expectations of a particular occurrence or task. 
Rather, they address workers' more general feelings 'about the 
daily operation of the job, based ' on cumulative experience and 
assessment of the work environment (Maehr, 1987). As ' such, 
efficacy and satisfaction operate as two parts of a whole 
(Fuller et al., 1982; Maehr, ' 1987). For teachers, especially 
secondary school teachers, who teach several classes of 
students every day and may even teach different subject,s to 
dif,ferent groups, efficacy and satisfaction reflect general 
perceptions of the working environment. High sense of efficacy 
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signifies a sense of agency, engagement, and positive regard 
for the work. Teachers with a high sense of efficacy are more 
likely to invest serious professional effort in teaching and, 
therefore, are more likely to boost their students' achieve-
ment. Studies of teacher's sense of efficacy found that it is 
related to student achievement (Armor et al., 1976), student . 
motivation (Midgley, Feldlaufer & Eccl,es', 1989), teachers' 
ado'ption of innovation (Berman et al., 1977; Guskey, 1988; 
Smylie, ' 1988), superintendents' ratings of teachers competence 
(Trentham, Silvern & Brogdon, 1985), and teachers' classroom 
management strategies (Ashton & Webb, 1986). 
Sense of community refers to the relationship of unity, 
belonging and cooperative interdependence 'among peers that can 
counteract the fragmentation of work and social isolation in 
high schools (Newmann, Rutter & Smith, 1989). A high sense of 
communi ty is indicated by perceptions that colleagues share 
one's values and goals for the school's mission and that 
colleagues can be counted on for help in the work and for 
mutual personal respect. Rosenholtz, Bassler, and Hoover-
Dempsey (1986) found that collegial' relations in elementary 
schools enhance teachers' sense of professional growth. Chubb 
(1988) reported that high achieving schools reflected a 
greater consensus on academic goals and more teamwork among 
staff. A sense of community- is likely to boost achievement by 
providing the ' personal support and collegial assistance that 
high school teachers need to manage a demanding, stressful 
job,. The problems include an increasing number of low-ability 
and not willing to learn students who many teachers feel 
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unprepared ~o teach (Hodgkinson, 1986; Metz, 1986), low levels 
of public respect for teachers, few opportuni ties for 
professional advancement within teaching (Carnegie Forum, 
1986; Holmes Group, 1986). Collegial support which accompanies 
a high sense of community is likely make each teacher more 
effective and thereby contribute to students' achievement 
(Little, 1982; Rosenholtz, 1985). In Hong Kong, teachers face 
similar problems as more and more students are not willing to 
learn and the chance for professional advancement in teaching 
is limited. Hence, sense of community is a worth studying 
variable which affect the students' achievement. 
In the recent study of the effect of organizational 
factors on teacher's sense of efficacy and sense of community, 
Newmann, Rutter & smith (1989) and Lee, Dedrick & smith, 
(1991a) found that . the organizational factors --- students' 
orderly behavior, encouragement of innovation, teachers' 
know·ledge of one another I s courses, the responsiveness of 
administrators, and teachers' helping one another, 
. . 
are 
significant predictors of sense of efficacy and sense of 
communi ty. When these variables are compared wi th the 
instructional leadership functions posited by Hal~inger et al. 
( 1983 ), it. is found that students' orderly behavior is 
incorporated in the function of protecting instructional time, 
while encouragement of innovation, teachers' knowledge of one 
another I s courses and teachers' helping one another are 
inc'orporated in the function 'of promoting instru9tional 
improvement and professional development. It seems that 
instructional leadership behaviors of the principal would 
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affect teacher's sense of efficacy and sense of community and 
in turn affect students' academic achievement. Yet, the ways 
and how they · are affected by principal's instructional 
leadership are worth to be further investigated. 
Professional interest refers to the extent to which 
teachers discuss professional matters, show interests in their 
work and seek further professional development (Fraser & 
Fisher, 1990). Little (1981) identified four types of 
"critical practices" or patterns of interaction that 
distinguished school success in implementing mastery learning. 
These practices involved administrators and teachers observing 
each other work, planning and preparing materials together, 
teaching each other about classroom practice, and teachers 
talking about practice. These "critical practices" are related 
to the professional interest as well as the professional 
growth of the teachers. The absence of opportunities for 
professional growth has been found to be related to the 
disaffection of teachers, as well as to their absenteeism and 
attrition (Kasten, 1984; Rosenholtz, 1985, 1989). If the 
principal fosters the exchange of ideas amortg staff, 
encourages the use of feedback from superiors to improve the 
staff's job performance, and emphasizes the introduction of 
new ideas to assist each individual's performance, he would 
expand the opportunities to improve one's performance of core 
tasks (Rosenholtz and Simpson, 1990). For teachers, the core 
tasks is the classroom instruction. In other words, the 
professional interest of teachers is related to the 
principal's instructional leadership behaviors. 
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In Hong Kong, classroom instruction is just one of the 
various work categories of the secondary school teachers. If 
we can promote the professional interest of the teachers so 
that they invest more professional effort in teaching, they 
are more likely to boost their ' students in academic 
achievement. Hence, the relationship between principal's 
instructional leadership and professional interest of 
teachers are worth studied. 
2 • 4 COtfCEPTIOIf OF THE STUDY 
Based on the review of literature, principal's 
instructional leaQership is identified as a key variable 
associated with effective schools (Bossert et al., 1982; 
Hallinger and Murphy, 198Gb; Duke, 1987; Bamburg and Andrews, 
1990). Since· principals are once-removed from the teaching 
process, it is difficult to establish a cause-effect 
relationship b~tween principal 





Principal's instructional leadership can impact classroom ' 
practices and teaching through ' establishment of belief 
structures and school polices that promote an "academi.c press" 
which. in · turn leads to an increase in student achievement 
(Murphy et al., 1982). In this sense teachers' job attitudes 
and perception of their. working environment r~lated to 
instruction would be a more direct outcome of principal's 
instructional leadership. The conception of the proposed study 
can be illustrated as shown in Figure 8. 
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FIGURE 8 9onception of the study 
Principal's instructional leadership: Outcomes: 
Dimensions: 
1. Defining the school mission --
- Teacher's sense of 
efficacy 
t----..--.. -... - Teacher's sense of · Framing school goals 
· Communicating school goals 
2. Managing the instruction 
program --
· Supervising & evaluating 
instruction 
· Coordinating curriculum 
· Monitoring student progress 
· Protecting instruction time 
· Promoting instructional 
improvement & professional 
development 
· Encouraging decision 
participation 
3. Promoting a positive school 
learning climate --
· Maintaining high visibility 
· Providing incentives for 
teachers 
-• community 
- Teacher's professional 
interest 
measured by questionnaire 
adopted from 
- Newmann et al. (1989) 
for sense efficacy 
and sense of community 
- Frasher & Fisher (1990) 
for professional 
interest 
· Enforcing academic standards · 
· Providing incentives for 
learning 
measured by questionnaire adapted 
from Hall ,inger, (1983) and Pitner 
& Charter, (1984). (as control variables) 
I . 
Contextual variables: 
- school age 
religious background 
- number of teachers 
average teaching 
experience of staff 
- sex of principal 
- principal experience 
principal professional 
training in education 
administration 
- academic quality of 
Form 1 students 
passing percentage of 5 
subjects in School 
Certificate Examination 
- parental support . 
Bossert et al. (1982), 
Cheng (1991a) 
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Principal's 'instructional leadership 
As Bossert et al. (1982) contended that principal's 
instructional leadership behaviors affect the formal and 
informal elements of the school's social organization 
instructional organization and school climate respectively. 
Hallinger (1983) and Hallinger et al. (1987a) conceptualized 
instructional leadership in terms of observable practices and 
behaviors that principals can implement. They noted that 
principal's instructional leadership comprised of three 
dimensions of instructional activities with each dimension 
contains specif ic job functions. The three dimensions are: 
def ining the school mission, managing the instructional 
program, and promoting a positive school learning climate. 
These dimensions include the leadership functions that shape 
the technical aspects and normative conditions of teaching and 
learning which are important as contended by the other 
r~searchers in conceptualizing instructional leadership (see 
the review of the models of instructional leadership). This 
model has the advantage over the others since it gives an 
explicit description of the instructional leadership 
dimensions in terms of observable leadership functions. The 
leadership functions in the dimension of defining the school 
mission are framing school ' goals ' and communicating school 
goals. Leadership functions that fall in the dimension of 
managing the instructional program are , supervising and 
eva,luating instruction, coordinating curriculum, monitoring 
student progress, protecting instructional time, and promoting 
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instructional improvement and professional development., 
Leadership functions that fall in the dimension of promoting a 
positive school learning climate are maintaining high 
visibility, providing incentive for teachers, enforcing 
academic standard, and providing incentive for learning. So" 
it is adopted in the present study as the basic model to 
investigate the extent of instructional leadership exercised 
by the principals in Hong Kong secondary schools. Moreover, 
some research studies (Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Heck et 
al ., 1990) found that principals in high achieving schools 
involve teachers to much greater extent in instructional 
decision' making. Also, from the pilot test, it was found that 
the leadership function 'of encouraging decision participation 
in instructional program should be added to the model. All 
together there would be twel ve instructional leadership 
functions to be studied so as to give a general picture of the 
instructional leadership of principals in Hong Kong secondary 
schools. It may give some useful information to school 
administrators who are interested in improving the school 
effectiveness in terms of students academic achievement. 
Contextual variables 
As noted by various researchers, studies of instructional 
leadership have to take into the consideration of the context 
of school (Greenfield, 1982; Hallinger and Murphy, 1987b; 
Pe~erson, 1978; Murphy, 1988). Moreover, the contingency 
approach to organizational effectiveness suggest that certain 
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principal behaviors have different effects in different 
organizational settings (Bossert et al., 1982). Hence, the 
present study would take in account the contextual variables 
such as school age, religious background, number of teachers, 
average teaching experience of staff, sex of principal, 
principal experience, principal's professional training in 
education administration, passing percentage of 5 subjects in 
School Certificate Examination and academic quality of Form 1 
student input (Bossert et al., 1982; Cheng, 1991a). Moreover, 
Hallinger and Murphy (1987b) found that the social context of 
schools would influence the ways of principals to act in 
different dimensions of instructional leadership. Parents from 
different social classes with different educational 
expectations would affect the principal's leadership role in 
' developing school's mission and the ways to control the 
instructional programs. Therefore, parental support which 
refers to the extent to which the parents care about the 
academic performance and learning process of the students 
would be another contextual variable that should be taken into 
consideration in the study. 
outcomes 
Effective schooling apparently requires more than 
technically proficient teachers, a professionally appropriate 
curriculum, and adequate facili ties. Recent studies and 
proposals for the improvement of schools have been also 
highlignted the importance of organizational features 
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(Casnegie Forum, 1986; Chubb, 1988; Rosenholtz, 1989). 
Technical improvements in teaching and curriculum are 
necessary, but they are unlik,ely to be put to work for the 
benefit of students unless they are supported by a positive" 
organizational climate, culture, or ethos (Corcoran, 1985; 
Grant, 1988; Lipsitz, 1984). In order to improve the education 
of the students, schools must try to nurture certain 
perceptions, attitudes and perspectives that all school staff 
hold in common. Teacher's sense of eff icacy, sense of 
community and professional interest are the three variables 
used in the present study to measure the effect of principal's 
instructional , leadership in building the collective schoolwide 
. 
ethos related to instruction. An understanding of such a 
relationship may provide useful information to fill the 
research gap of the traditional studies of instructional 
leadership which' only studied the indirect effect of 




From the conception of the study, the following research 
questions are proposed: 
1. What is the profile of the ~nstructional leadership 
of principals in Hong Kong secondary schools in 
terms of Hallinger et al. 's model (1983, 1987a)? 
2 • How are the contextual variables such as average 
teaching experience of staff, principal experience, 
principal's professional training in education 
administration, passing percentage of 5 subjects in 
certificate examination, academic quality of Form 1 
students, and parental support related to profiles 
of principal's instructional leadership? 




instruct·i ·onal leadership 
teachers' affective and 
attitudinal outcomes in terms of sense of efficacy, 
sense of community and professional interest? 
4. If effectiveness of instructional leadership is 
defined in ' terms of teachers' sense of efficacy, ' 
sense of community ' and professional interest, how 
the profile of effective instructional leadership is 
different from that of ineffective instructional 
leadership? • 
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CHAPTER Ill. RESBARCH IfE'l'HQDQLOGY 
This chapter will , first give the definitions of some 
important terms used in this study. The nature of the study, 
the unit of analysis will be stated. The instruments and the 
resul t of a pilot study conducted previously will be 
addressed. The sampling design and analysis design of the 
study will be presented. Lastly, limitations of the study will 
be discussed. 
3.1 DEFINITIONS 
Defini tions of some important terms used in this study 
are given as below: 
1. ' Principal's instructional leadership refers to the 
actions (manipulation of resources, rules, procedures, 
goals and personnel) that a principal takes, or delegates 
to others, to promote the growth in students I academic 
improvement. These instructional leadership behaviors can 
be categorized into three dimensions: defining the school 
mission, managing the instructional program, and 
promoting a positive school learnihg climate (Hallinger, 
1983 ' and Hallinger et al., 1987a). 
a. Defining the school's mission: An important aspect of the 
principal's role in instructional management is to help 
define the school's mission or purpose. It includes the 
leadership functions of framing the school goals and 




i. Framing the school .goals: This refers to the 
principal's role -in determining the areas in which the 
school staff will focus its attention and resources in 
a given school year. 
ii.. Communicating th.e school goals: This refers to the way 
in which the principal communicates the school's 
important goals to teachers and students. 
b. Managing the instructional program: This is the 
principal's role in working with teachers in areas 
specif~cally - related to educational technology, 
curriculum and instruction. It includes supervising and 
evaluating instruction, coordinating curriculum, 
monitoring student progress, protecting ·instructional 
time, promoting instructional improvement and 
professional development, and encouraging decision 
participation. 
i. Supervising and evaluating instruction: This refers to 
the principal's formal role of supervising and 
evaluating the instructional behavior of teachers. 
ii. Coordinating curriculum: This refers to the activities 
that the principal engages in to ensure that the 
curricular objectives are closely aligned with the 
·content taught and content tested. 
iii. Moni toring student ' progress: This refers to the 
. . 
acti vi ties that principal engages in to ensure that 
teachers use test results in goal setting, curricular 
assessment, planning and measuring progress towards 
goals. 
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iv. Protecting instructional time: This refers to the 
principal's activities designed to protect the 
classroom's instructional time. 
v. Promoting instructional improvement and professional 
development: This refers to ' the ways in which 
principal provides opportuni ties for teachers to 
discuss their work with colleagues and observe other 
teachers teach. 
vi. Encouraging decision participation: This refers to the 
acti vi ties that principal engages in to promote the 
participation of the teachers in decision making 
process in instructional program. 
c. Promoting a positive school learning climate: This refers 
to the ways in which the principal helps to establish a 
climate in which effective instruction can take place., It 
includes maintaining high visibili ty, providing 
incenti ves for teachers, enforcing academic standards, 
and providing incentives for learning. 
i. Maintaining high visibility: ~e principal maintains a 
high visibility on campus in order to gather 
information about the school and to convey to teachers 
and students his concerns regarding the school. 
ii. Providing incentives for teachers: This refers to 
activities that the principal ' engages in to establish 
a work structure that makes teachers feel appreciated 
and rewarded for their efforts. 
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iii. 'Enforcing academic standards: This refers to the ways 
in which principal sets high academic standards for 
the teachers and s 'tudents to meet and establishes 
remedial actions when standards are not met. 
iv. Providing incentives for learning: This refers to the 
ways 'in which principal creates a learning clilnat~ 
where students value academic achievement by providing 
opportunities for students to be recognized for their 
academic achievement and improvement. 
2. Sense of efficacy refers to the teacher's perceptions 
that his or her teaching is worth the effort, that it 
leads to the success of students 'and is personally 
, , . . 
sat1sfY1ng (Newmann, Rutter & Sm1th, 1989). 
3. Sense of community refers to the relationship of unity, 
belonging and cooperative interdependence among teachers 
(Newmann t Rutter & Smith, 1989). 
4. Professional interest refers to the extent to which 
t~achers discuss professional matters, show interests in 
their work and seek further professional development 
(Frasher & Fisher, 1990). 
3.2 NATUJU! OF THE STUDy 
The present study is a cross-sectional survey. It is a 
descriptive study. The correlations among the instructional 
leadership functions, contextual variables and teachers' 
perception and attitudes in terms of sense of efficacy, sense 
of ~ommunity and professional interest will be explored. 
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3.3 UNIT OF , ANALYSIS 
The unit of analysis is the school. The data will be 
aggregated by averaging the teachers I responses within each 
school. 
3 • 4 IHSTRt1MRNTs 
1. Measures of principal's instructional leadership 
The instrument used to measure the instructional 
leadership behaviors of the principal in this study was 
developed in the early stage of the pilot study. Based on 
the instructional leadership model developed by Hallinger 
(1983) and Hallinger et al. (1987a) four secondary 
school te~chers and one principal (for the information of 
the teachers concerned~ see Appendix A) of the same 
school were invited to give comments on the instructional 
.leadership functions in the model. Furthermore, they were 
asked to cite concrete examples of the instructional 
leadership behaviors exercised by the principal or his 
designees. All of ' the four teachers and the principal 
agreed · that the eleven leadership functions proposed by 
. 
Hallinger in describing the instructional leadership 
be~aviors were important. Moreover, - two teachers 
suggested that the make~up of the whole school is a team-
based complex, staff participation in the decision making 
related to the implementation of instructional program is 
critical to the success of the program. This is 
consistent with the findings of the previous studies that 
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involvement of teachers in decision making process is 
important to the success of the implementation of 
instructional programs (Leithwood & Montogomery,1982; 
Heck et al., 1990). Hence, one more instructional 
leadership function encouraging decision 
participation, is added. Wi~h reference to the concrete 
examples cited by the teachers and the Yulk's ----
management behavior survey (revised by Pitner et al., 
1984), a questionnaire was developed to measure the 
twelve instructional leadership functions (see Appendix 
B). Responses of each teacher to the items comprising the 
instructional leadersh~p category will be aggregated by 
averaging the score within each school. Response ' 
.alternative will be scored from 1 to 7. It is indicated 
as: 
category weight: 
strongly disagree 1 
Disagree 2 
Slightly Disagree 3 
Neither 4 
Slightly agree 5 
Agree 6 
Strongly agree 7 
The questionnaire' was then translated into Chinese 
and administered to 60 secondary school teachers in three 
different schools. The return rate was 91.6%. The 
internal consistency reliability (Cronbach's Alpha) was 
then tested. The results are listed in Appendix A. It is 
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found that the measure is reliable. Henc~, it is used in 
the main study with a little amendment in the wordings 
and the reliability of the instrument is shown in Table 
4. It is seen that the reliability of all the 
instructional leadership functions except protecting 
instructional time are over 0.7. Since the scale of 
protecting instructional time consists only three items, 
a reliability of 0.6387 is still acceptable. Hence, the 
reliability of the measures of instructional leadership 
functions used in the main study is satisfactory. 
TABLE 4 . 
Reliability of instructional leadership functions in the main 
study 
Instructional leadership function: 
Framing the school goal 
Communicating the school goal 
.Supervising & evaluating instruction 
Coordinating curriculum 
Monitoring student progress 
Protecting instructional time 
Promoting instructional improvement and 
professional development 
Encouraging decision participation 
Maintaining high visibility 
Providing incentives for teachers 
Enforcing academic standards 














2. Measures of outcomes of instructional leadership 
a. Sense of efficacy and sense of community are measured by 
the instrument adapted from Newmann, Rutter and . smith 
(1989). The items and response alternatives were modified 
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b. 
and then translated to Chinese to suit the present study. 
Responses of each .teacher to the items comprising sense 
of efficacy and sense of community will be aggregated by 
averaging ' the score within each school. Response 
alternative will be weighted from 1 to 7. It is indicated 
as: 
category weight: 
Strongly disagree 1 
Disagree 2 
Slightly Disagree 3 
Neither 4 
Slightly agree . 5 
Agree 6 
Strongly agree 7 
Professional. interest is measured by the instrument 
adapted from Fraser and Fisher (1990). Responses of each 
teacher to ·the items will be aggregated by averaging the 
score within each school. Response alternative will be 
reverted for the items wi th reversed wording. The 
response options are: 
strongly disagree 
Disagree 













The internal .consistency reliabilities (Cronbach's Alpha) 
for sense of efficacy, sense of community and professional 
interest of the pilot study is shown in Appendix A. It is 
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found to be fairly reliable. So, it is used in the main study 
with a little amendment in the wordings. The reliabilities of 
the instrument in the main study is tested again. The results 
are shown in Table 5. It can be seen that the reliability of 
the scales are quite high. The internal consistency 
reliability (Cronbach~s Alpha) for sense of efficacy and sense 
of community in the study are 0.7044 and 0.8265 respectively. 
While the Cronbach's Alpha reported by Newmann et al. (1989) 
were 0.65 and 0.74 respectively. For the variable of 
professional interest, the reliability in the study is 0.7196 
while that reported by Frasher and Fisher (1990) was 0.81 to 
0.86. It can be seen that the reliability of these three 
scales is acceptable and satisfactory. 
TABLE 5 
Reliability of the instruments of sense of efficacy, sense of 
c 'ommuni ty and professional interest. 
variables 
Sense of efficacy 
Sense of community 
Professional interest 





Several contextual variables will be taken into' 
consideration. They are school age, religious background 
(scored 1, 2, 3 , 4, or 5 for no religious, catholic, 
prote~tant, buddhist, or taoist, respectively), number of 
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teachers, average teaching experience, sex of principal 
(scored 1, 2 for female, or male, respectively), 
principal experience, principal's professional training 
in e'ducation a~ministration including short courses 
organized by Education Department, short courses 
organized by Extra-Mural Studies, diploma specializing in 
education administration, and degree specializing in 
education administration (scored 1 for taken the course, 
o for not taken the course in each case), the average 
passing percentage of 5 subjects in the School 
certificate Examination, and academic quality of Form 1 
student input (scored 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, or 9 for 
band 1, band 1-2, band 2, band 2-3, band 3, band 3-4, 
band 4, band 4-5, or band 5, respectively) (Bossert et 
al., 1982; Cheng, 1991a). Moreover, parental support is 
also measured. It is measured by 3 items. The items are: 
1. Parents of the students are willing to discuss with 
the teachers about the academic and behavioral 
performance of their children. 
2. Parents 'of the students are willing to donate money 
to the school so as to improve the learning 
conditions. 
3. Parents of the students devote a lot of time to take 
care the homework 6f their children. 
The internal consistency reliabilities (Cronbach's 
Alpha) of the measure of parental support is found to be 
0.6881 in the main study. ,It can be seen that 'the measure 
is quite reliable. 
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3.5 SAMPLING 
The data in this study was borrowed from the project 9n 
the School Management Initiative conducted by Dr. Cheng Yin 
Che~ng of the Chinese Uni versi ty of Hong Kong in February 
1992. In the project, nearly all the aided and grant secondary 
schools were invited to participate. with a return rate of 
76.3%, 241 out of 316 schools were involved in the project. In 
this study, only those schools with at least 5 teachers 
answered the questionnaire of instructional leadership, at 
least 5 teachers answered the questionnaire of teachers' sense 
of efficacy, sense of community, professional interest, and 
parental support1 , the principal and the teacher 
representative completed the contextual information form would 
be chosen in the final analysis. Totally, 60 schools suited 
the above criteria. 
According to the membership list of the Hong Kong 
Subsidized Secondary Schools council, there were 294 aided 
secondary schools in Hong Kong during 1991-92. Also, in that 
year, there were about 22 grant schools in Hong Kong. The 
numbe~s of schools, teachers, and principals involved in the 
----------------~---------------------------------------------1. Normally, in an established secondary school in Hong Kong there would 
be about 50 teachers. Therefore, at least 5 teachers means about 10% 
of the teachers were selected randomly to answer one of the two sets 
of questionnaires of instructional leadership and dependent variables 
plus parental support. 
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study are summ-arized in Table 6. There are 60 schools 
involved in the study. It amounts to 19% of the total Aided 
and Grant secondary schools in Hong Kong. 'Wi thin these 60 
schools, 370 teachers answered the questionnaire of 
instructional leadership and 386 teachers answered the 
questionnaire of teachers I sense of efficacy, sense of 
community, professional inter~st and parental support. 
Furthermore, principals of these 60 schools were asked to 
complete the contextual information form. 
It is believed that no special bias was induced during 
the selection. Since most of the schools in Hong Kong are 
aided schools, they are established and operated on the basis 
of the Code of Aid, the qualifications of teachers, 
organizational structure and resources are very similar. 
Hence, homogenei ty of samples in terms of teachers and 
administrators, teacher-class ratio, school facilities, formal 
curricula to be completed .... etc. are similar (Cheng, 1991a). 
, 
Moreover, due to the fairly large sample size (19%), the 
TABLE 6 
Number of schools, teachers, and principals 
Schools 
Sample size 60 
Population 316 
% of sampling 19% 
Teachers 
370 (answering questionnaire 
of instructional 
leadership) 
386 (answering questionnaire 
of dependent variables 




findings of this study should have considerable external 
validity and generalization capability. 
3.6 ANALYSIS DESIGN 
In this study, the unit of analysis is the school. The 
data collected will be aggregated by averaging the teachers 
responses within each school. This means for each school there 
will be twenty five scores including twelve for instructional 
leadership functions, one for teacher's sense of efficacy, one 
for teacher's sense of ,communi ty, one for professional 
interest and ten for contextual variables. 
Analytical procedure will be as follows: 
1. contextual information of the schools will be tabulated 
as a description of the sample. 
2. Descriptive statistics including mean and standard 
deviation will be used to describe the variables of 
principal's instructional leadership, teachers' sense of 
efficacy, sense of community, . and professional interest. 
3. Mean score of each of instructional leadership functions 
in each sample school would be calculated. Profile of 
principal's instructional leadership of each school would 
be mapped. The overall profiles of instructional 
leadership of all sample scho'ols and subsample schools 
classified by contextual variables will be observed and 
compared. 
4. .Analysis of variance will be done to test the difference 
in profile of principal's instructional leadership in 
70 
different contextual variables such as average teaching 
experience of staff, sex of principal, principal 
experience, principal's professional training in 
education administration, passing percentage of 5 
subjects in Certificate examination, academic quality of 
Form 1 students and parental support. 
5. Pearson correlation will be used to estimate the 
correlational relationship between instructional 
leadership functions and teachers' affective and 
attitudinal outcomes in terms of sense of efficacy, sense 
of community and professional interest . . Also, stepwise 
mul tiple regression will be used '. to estimate the 
contribution of instructional leadership functions and 
contextual variables to the teachers' affective and 
attitudinal outcomes. 
6 . The sample schools would be grouped into effective and 
ineffective s .chools according to the scores (upper 30% 
and lower 30%) on t~achers' sense of efficacy, sense of 
community and professional interest. T-test will then be 
used to estimate the significance of diff~rence of the 
group means on each instructional leadership functions 
between the profile of effective and ineffective schools. 
3.7 LIMITATIONS 
The present research has the following limitations: 
1 . This study is based on a cross-sectional observation 
design, only correlational relationship are measured . for 
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the independent variables and dependent variables, 
therefore, causal relationship cannot be inferred (Smith, 
19~2). 
2. This study makes use of perceptual data for analysis, as 
there may ,exist a gap between perceptions and real i ties, 
the application of the findings from the study to a 
practical situation may be limited. However, as Ahadi et 
al. (1990) noted that there appears to be a · general 
consensus in the instructional leadership literature that 
teacher ratings represent the method of choice for 
assess'ing the effectiveness of school's instructional 
leadership. Moreover ', much of the effective schools 
research has demonstrated that teacher ratings of 
instructional leadership are predicti ve of student 
achievement . and other student outcome (i.e., absenteeism, 
student motivation, etc.). 
3. The instrumerit used to measure the principal's 
instructional leadership in this study does not include 
the full range of behaviors necessary for principals to , 
provide instructional leadership. It only measures the 
critical instructional leadership functions as proposed 
by Hallinger (19 .83) and Hallinger et al. (1987a) . 
• I 
Furthermore, the instrument does not measure the quality 
of principal's instructional le~dership. such assessments 
are best ' generated through supplementary observations and 
interviews. 
4. The present study only focuses on the principal's role of 
being as an instructional leader. In fact, principal's 
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job includes other dimensions such as financial 
manag~ment, personnel management, etc. The performance of 
the principal in these areas may affect the general 
perceptions of the teach~rs. 
5. Teacher's personal characteristics may contribute to the 
teacher's sense of efficacy, sense of community, and 
professional interest. Since this study is focused on the 
school level relationship, no teacher's personal 
characteristics are included in the .conception. In other 
words, no findings of the effect of teacher's pe.rsonal 
characteristics on teacher's sense of efficacy, sense of 
community, and professional interest would be given. 
6. Although some affective and attitudinal outcomes of 
teachers are to be studied in relation to principal's 
instructional leadership, it does not mean that these 
outcomes can . be explained by the principal's 
instructional leadership c9mpletely. There are certainly 
many other variables affecting these outcomes. For an 
example, professional training gained by the teachers may 
affect their sense of efficacy, work load in other work 
categories such as extra-curricular activities, 
cQunseling, etc. may limit their effort inv~sted in 
classroom instruction. So, the finding in this study 
should not be overgeneralized. 
7. within each sample school, the sampling of th~ teachers 
was randomized in order to control the intervention of 
the characteristics of individuals. These procedures may 
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cause some limitations in the administration of the 
questionnaires because it is often difficult to request 
all the chosen teachers to complete the instruments 
together at a given time and in a standard situation. In 
other words, the situation in which the respondents 
completed the questionnaire was natural and not under 
control. 
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CHAPTER IV RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
In this chapter, the contextual information and the de-
scriptiye statistics of the independent variables and 
dependent variables of the schools in the main study will 
first be reported, then, the' findings of the main study ~ill 
be discussed. 
4 • 1 GENERAL INFORMATION OF THE SAMPTeR SCHOOLS 
Table 7 shows the general information of the sample 
schools in the main study. It can be 'seen that the average 
school age is about 23 years but it varies quite a lot among 
the schools. The standard deviation is close to the mean of 
the school age. It indicates that the sample schools in the 
study covered a wide range of school age. The sample thus 
could represent schools of various school age. Most of the 
sample schools have the standard size with an , average number 
of teaching staff of 51. Also, the teachers are fairly 
experienced with an average of 10 years of teaching 
experience. The average of principal's experience is 11 years 
and the standard deviation is 7 years. It means that some of 
them are well experienced principals while the others are 
recently entered the post. Would there be some difference in 
instructiopal leadership between the highly experienced 
principals and new principals? It seems to be an interesting 




General information of the sample schools 
School age 
Number of teachers 
Teacher's experience 
Principal's experience 
Passing percentage of 5 
subjects in Certificate 
examination 
Parental support 
'Pr i nc i pa l' s sex 
,Male 70.4 % 
Religion 
no 25.0 % 








Female 27.6 % 
Catholic 21.7 ,% 








Protestant 40.0 % 
Principal's professional training in 
Educational Administration Yes % 
Short courses organized by Education Department 80 
Short courses organized by Department of 30 
Extra-Mural Department 
Diploma specializing in education administration 18.3 
Degree specializing in education administration 16.7 
Academic 'quality of student input 
Band 1 or Band 1 to 2 
Band 2 or Band 2 to 3 
Band 3 or Band 3 to 4 
Band 4, Band 4 to 5, or Band 5 










Furthermore, most of the principals are male. 80% of them 
have taken the short courses organized by Education Department 
related to professional training in education administration. 
These cou-rses may be the induction courses for the newly 
. 
pro~oted principals. 30% of them joined the short courses 
organized by Department of Extra-Mural Studies. Not more than 
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twenty percent of them have diploma or degree specialized in 
education administration. It can be seen that the professional 
training in educational administration received by the 
principals are very limited. Once they are promoted to 
principal, they rely only on their own talent and past 
experience. Education Authority should pay more attention to 
this if the quali ty of school administration is to be 
improved. Academic quality of student input of the sample 
schools are quite evenly distributed. There are 31.6% of 
schools with the best student input while 21. 7% of schools 
wi th the poorest student input. It seems that the sample 
schools in the study represented schools with different 
student input. Would the quality of the student input affect 
the principal's instructional leadership would be another 
interesting question to be investigated. Also, the average 
passing percentage of 5 subjects in certificate Examination is 
ab6ut 65%, but it varies a lot among the schools. The average 
parental support perceived by teachers · is about 3.8 which is 
lower than the conceptual mean of 4. The parental support is 
measured by three items concerning the willingness of the 
parents to discuss with the teachers about the academic and 
behavioral performance of their children, to donate money to 
the school so as to improve the learning conditions, and to 
devote a lot of time to take care the homework of their 
children. The average score of 3.8 means that the parents are 
slightly not willing to do so. Hence, it can be seen that the 
par~nts of the students in the sample schools are generally 
not supportive. The small standard deviation (0.7) also 
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indicates that it is quite homogeneous among the sample 
schools . . 
4.2 FINDIRGS BET6TSD fQ RESEARCH QUESTION A 
The first research question proposed in the study l5 
"What is the profile of the instructional leadership of prin-
cipals in Hong Kong Secondary schools in terms of Hallinger et 
aI's model (1983, 1987a)? " In order to reveal the instruct-
ional leadership profile of the principals, the mean scores of 
each of the twelve instructional leadership functions were 
computed and listed in Table 8. The profile of the instruct-
ional leadership functions was then plotted in Figure 9. 
From Table 8 , it can be seen that out of the twel ve 
instructional leadership functions, eleven of them have a mean 
score in between 4 to 5 which indicates that the teachers are 
just slightly agree that their principals are taking the role 
of an instructional leader in the school. These low scores in 
most of the instructional leadership functions may due to the 
fact that the role of the secondary school principals is 
diversified. They have to act as a financial manager, 
personnel manager, •.• etc. At?' the descripti ve studies 
revealed that the principal's time is fragmented (Dwyer et 
al., 1985), teachers may not be able to identify the purpose 
behind the behavior and therefore do not recognize the 
importance - and relationship of the principal's behavior to 
instructional management. On the other hand, the formalized 
curriculum and 'standardized structure in Hong Kong secondary 
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TABLE 8 
Means and standard deviations of the instructional leadership 
functions 
Variables 
Framing school goals 
Communicating school goals 
,Supervising & evaluating instruction 
Coordinating curriculum , 
Monitoring student progress 
Protecting instruction time 
Promoting instructional improvement 
& professional development 
Encouraging decision participation 
Maintaining high visibility 
Providing incentives for teachers 
, Enforcing academic standards 
Providing incentives for learning 































sqhools may also reduce the importance of the principal to be 
an instructional leader. The academic coordinator and subjec~ 
pane.Is in the schools may take up most of the duties in 
coordinating the curriculum acr9ss different forms and 
moni taring student progress. This is reflected in the 
• I 
r "eIatively low scores in ,these two instructional leadership 
functions as shown in the profile. However, researchers have 
suggested that principals play a pivotal role in teaching and 
classroom practices through the establishment of belief 






















FGO CGO SUP CUR MON 
FGO = Framing school goals; 
. CGO = COllunicating the school goals; 
. SUP = Supervising and evaluating instruction; 
CUR = Coordinating curriculul; 
KON = Monitoring student progress; 
PT! = Protecting instructional time; 
FIGURE 9 
PTI IMP ~C VIS TEA STD 
IMP ='Promoting instruction improvement and 
professional development: 
DEe = Encouraging decision participation; 
VIS = Maintaining high visibility; 
TEA = Proyiding incentives for teachers; 
STD = Enforcing academic standards; 
LER = Providing incentives for learning. 
Profile of instructional leadership of the sample schools 
LER 
press" which in turn leads to an increase in student 
achievement (Murphy et al., 1982; Andrews, 1987). School 
administrators should be more sensitive to their roles or 
being the instructional leader. Education ~epartm~nt and other 
training institutes are suggested to organize seminars or 
sO" 
courses for principals so as to arouse their awareness of 
being an instructional leader in school and improve the 
quality of principal's instructional leadership. 
Comparatively speaking, the instructional leadership 
functions of maintaining high visibility, enforcing academic 
standards, and providing incentives -for learning scored the 
highest among the twelve instructional leadership functions. 
All these three functions are in the instructional leadership 
dimension of promoting a positive school learning climate 
which refers to the ways that the principal try to establish a 
climate in which effective instruction can take place. Among 
these three functions, the function of providing incentive for 
learning has the highest mean score (5.143). It indicates that 
school principals in Hong Kong Aided secondary schools care 
very much about the academic performance of the students and 
emphasize a lot so as to increase the learning mO,tive of the 
students. It is understandable since if the students have a 
better academic performance in the certificate examination or 
Advanced Level examinations, the secondary one students input, 
with better quality would be attracted. Also, the academic 
performance of a school in public examinations are often used 
as an indicator of effectiveness of that school by the public. 
'Furthermore, it can be seen that the principals are more 
emphasizing ,this dimension in respect to the dimension of 
managing instructional program which includes the functions of 
supervising and evaluating instruction, coordinating 
cu+riculum, monitoring student progress, protecting 
instruction time, promoting instructional improvement and 
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• 
professional development, and encouraging decision 
participation. It seems that principals in Hong Kong ' Aided 
secondary schools attained to . the cultural aspects more than 
the technical aspects of teaching and learning. 
On the other hand, the instructional leadership function 
of providing incentive ' for teachers which is also belong to 
the dimension of promoting a positive learning climate in the 
instructional leadership model (Hallinger, 1983; Hallinger et 
al., 1987a) used in the study has the lowest mean score 
(4.184) among the twelve instructional leadership functions. 
This may due to the fact that the salary structure of the 
teachers is qui te rigid, the promotion opportuni ties is 
limited, and there are limited resources that principals could 
utilize , to reward the teachers. Also, principals may not aware 
that teachers are the one that teach in the classroom , and 
. 
hence neglect the importance of reinforcing and acknowledging , 
teachers' superior performance formally and informally. This 
situation may be improved if more ranks are set up so that the 
promotion opportuniti~s are increased. The call for a formal 
staff reporting procedures in all Aided secondary schools 
propos'ed by School Management Ini tiati ve (Education and 
Manpower Branch and Education Department, 1991) may also 
improve the present situation. Moreover, school principals 
should be trained to be more sensitive to the psychological 
needs of the teachers so as to increase the incentive of the 
teachers to teach. 
The instructional leadership functions of encouraging 
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decision participation has· the second lowest score (4.215) 
among the twelve instructional leadership functions. It 
indicates that teachers are not well involved in tha decision 
making process related to the instructional program. As the 
previous researches denoted that principals ·in high-achieving 
schools . involve teachers to a much greater extent in 
instructional decision making (Heck et al., 1990; Lei thwood 
and Montgomery, 1982), Education Department and other training 
institutes are recommended to pay more effort on introducing 
the concept of participative decision making to the 
principals. Moreover, it is also one of the suggest~ons made 
by the School Management Initiative. 
4 • 3 FIHPINGS RELATED TO RESEARCH OUESTION 2 
The second research question proposed in the study is 
"How are the contextual variable such as average teaching 
experience of staff, principal experience, principal's 
professional training in -education administration, passing 
percentage in 5 subjects in certificate Examination, academic 
quality of From 1 students and parental support related to 
profiles of principal's instructional leadership?" In order to 
reveal the proposed research question, Pearson correlation was 
used to disclose the correlational relationship between the 
contextual variables of average teaching experience of staff, 
principal experience, passing percentage of 5 subjects in 
certif icate examination, and parental support wi th the 
instructional leadership functions. The results · are shown in 
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Table 9. The relationship will be discussed in the following 
sections. For the categorical contextual variables of student 
input and principal's professional training in education 
. . 
administration, sample schools are classified into different 
groups. as shown in Table 10. T-test was , then employed to 
compare the difference of the mean scores of instructfonal 
leadership functions among the sub-sample schools. The results 
would also be discussed in the following sections. 
TABLE 9 
Correlation coefficients between principal experience, average 
teaching experience of staff, passing percentage of 5 subjects 
in 'Certificate examination, parental support and instructional 
leadership functions 
Principal Average teaching Passing percentage 
experience experience of 
staff 
(N=57) (N=60) 
FGO -0.1668 -0.0627 
CGO -0.1217 -0.0099 
SUP -0.2344* -0.1787 
CUR -0.2327* -0.1327 
MON -0.1946 -0.1401 
PTI -0.1317 -0.0013 
IMP -0.3170** -0.0515 
DEC -0.2373* -0.0724 
VIS -0.4192** -0.1912 
TEA -0.3234** -0.1528 
STD -0.1307 -0.1466 
LER -0.1228 -0.2040 
* P < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 
FGO = Framing school goals; 
CGO = COllunicating the school goals; 
SUP = supervising and eialuating instruction; 
CUR = Coordinating curriculum; 
- MON = Monitoring student progress; 
PT! = Protecting instructional tile; 
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IMP .= ProDoting instruction improvement and 
professional develoPlent; 
DEC = Encouraging decision participation; 
VIS = Kaintaining high visibility; 
TEA = Providing incentives for teachers; 
STD = Enforcing academic standards: 

















Grouping of ,sample schools according to principal's 
professional training in education administration and academic 
quality of student input 
Contextual Variables Grouping No. of Percentage 
Schools 
Principal's professional 
training in educational 
administration 
Short courses organized by yes 48 80.0% 
Education Department no 12 20.0% 
Short courses organized by yes 18 30.0% 
Extra-Mural Studies no 42 70.0% 
Diploma specialized in yes 11 18.3% 
education administration no 49 81.7% 
Degree specialized in yes 10 16.7% 
education administration no 50 83.3% 
Quality of student input Band 1 or Band 1 to 2 19 31.7% 
Band 2 or Band 2 to 3 14 23.3% 
Band 3 or Band 3 to 4 14 23.3% 
Band 4, Band 4 to 5 or 13 21.7% 
Band 5 
Number of cases = 60 
Relation gf principal exgerience tQ instructional leadership 
From Table 9, it can be seen that principal experience is 
negatively correlated with all the instructional leadership 
functions. It means that principals with lesser experience 
have higher ' scores in the various instructional leadership 
functions. The 'correlation ' coefficients reach a significant 
level of either 0.01 or 0.05 for the instructional leadership 
functions of supervising and evaluating instruction, 
coordinating curriculum, promoting instructional improvement 
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and professional development, encouraging decision 
participation, maintaining high visibility, and providing 
incentives for teaching. It indicates that lesser experienced 
principals are more focused on supervising and evaluating the 
curriculum across different forms. They are more willing to 
invol ve the teachers in decision making process. They ' also 
maintain a higher visibility in school, take more time to talk 
with stUdents and teachers during recess and breaks, 
participate more frequently in extra-curricular activities. 
Moreover, principals with lesser experience emphasize more on 
promoting instructional improvement and professional 
development of the staff and providing more incentives for 
teachers. The higher score in the instructional leadership 
functions of lesser experienced principals may due to the fact 
that they are most , probably younger and more energetic. 
Actually, about 32% of the sample schools (18 schools out of 
60) have principal experience less than 6 years. These 
principals are most probably younger and they may also work in 
schools with shorter history. The school structures and 
working procedures may have not been ' well established. Hence 
they have to attend to both the technical and cultural aspects 
of teaching and learning more frequently than the principals 
wi th more experience. However, the .instrument used in the 
study does not measure the quality of principal's 
instructional leadership. So, it is hard to tell whether more 
exp~rienced or less experienced principals are providing 
better quality of instructional management. Supplementary 
observations and interViews should be employed if this is to 
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be examined. 
Relation of parental support to instructional leadership 
Table 9 shows that out of ' the twel ve instructional 
leadership functions, ni~e of them a~e correlated to ' the 
parental support significantly at either a level of 0.01 or 
0.05. It means that in schools with higher parental support, 
teachers perceive their principals as stronge~ instructional 
leaders. In order to further illustrate the difference in 
profiles of instructional - leadership with respect to parental 
support, schools with scores in parental support in the upper 
30% and lower 30% would be grouped together. Schools in the 
upper 30% have a mean score in parental support greater than 
4.063. It means that in these schools, parents are becoming 
more posi ti ve (mean score of 4.0 is the watershed of 
supportive and non-supportive) in concerning the academic 
performance of their children., devoting time to take care the 
homework of the students. Schools in the lower 30% have a mean 
score in parental support less than 3. 34. It means that in 
these schools parents are not supportive. Hence, these two 
groups of schools would give a better contrast of the relation 
of 'the profiles of instructional leadership to parental 
support. 
The profiles of the instructional leadership of these two 
groups are plotted in Figure 10. It can be seen that the 
patterns of the profiles are similar while the mean scores of 















o High parental support group 












FGO SUP CUR WON 
*p < 0.05 **p < 0.01 
FGO = Framing school goals~ 
CGO = Communicating the school goals: 
SUP = supervising and evaluating instruction; 
CUR = Coordinating curriculum; 
MON = Monitoring student progress; 
PTI = Protecting instructional time; 
PTl IWP CEC VIS TEA STD 
IMP = Promoting instruction improvement and 
professional development: 
DEe = Encouraging decision participation; 
VIS = 'Maintaining high visibility; 
TEA = Providing incentives for teachers; 
STD = Enforcing academic standards; 
LER = Providing incentives for learning. 
FIGURE 10 
LER 
Profile of instructional leadership of the sample schools 
classified by parental support 
the low parental support schools. When T-test was employed to 
compare the mean score between these two groups of schools, it 
was found that eight (including framing school goals, 
communicating school goals, protecting . instructional time, 
prom'oting instr.uctional improvement and professional 
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development, encouraging decision participation, . maintaining 
high visibility, enforcing academic standard, and providing 
incentive for learnihg) out of the twelve instructional 
leadership functions are significantly different at a level 
either of 0.01 or 0.05 (see Table 11). It seems that parental 
support is an important contextual variable that would 
distinguish the profiles of principal's instructional 
leadership. 
In high parental support schools, parents concern more 
about the academic performance of their children, more willing 
to contribution money to improve the learning condi tions of 
TABLE 11 
Comparison between profiles of instructional leadership 
classified by parental support 
Variables High parental 
support group 
mean (N = 18) 
Framing school goal 4.75 
Communicating school goal 4.80 
Supervising and evaluating 4.63 
instruction 
Coordinating curriculum 4.34 
MonitoTing student progress 4.35 
Protecting instruction time 4.94 
Promoting instructional 4.74 
improvement & professional 
development 
Encouraging decision 4.59 
participation 
4.86 Maintaining high visibility 
Providing incentives for 4.34 
teachers 
Enforcing academic standards 4.91 
Providing incentives for 5.49 
learning 












































the students, and devote more time to take care the homework 
of the students. In these schools, teachers perceive their 
principals as a more successf4l instructional leader in terms 
of the scores of instructional leadership functions. This is 
consistent with the findings of the stUdies that successful 
schools have their principals maintaining the support of 
parents and local community effectively (Bossert, 1982; 
Blumberg and Greenfield, 1986; Hobson, 1976; Reagan, 1977). 
When the instructional leadership profile of the high 
parental support schools is compared with the profile of the 
overall samples (shown in Figure 9), it is found that the mean 
score in each instructional leadership function of the high 
parental support schools are higher than the mean scores of 
the overall sample. In high parental support schools I 
principals are emphasizing strongly on the functions of 
providing incentive for learning, setting high academic 
standard for the students, maintaining high visibility in the 
school. Teachers are encouraged to participate in the decision 
making process related to instruction. They are also 
encouraged to participate in seminars related to .professional 
development and instruction improvement. Als~, principals are 
taking a more active role in framing the school goals and 
co~municating the goals to the s~aff. 
Recallin9 the findings of The Coleman Report (1966), 
social economic status of the students is an important factor 
that relates to the academic achievement of the students · 
Parents of the students with higher social economic status 
90 
would have higher aspiration of academic achievement for the 
students. In turn, it may aft'ect the goals and the academic 
standard that the school emphasize (Hallinger & Murphy I 
1985b). The writer suspects that the higher mean scores of the 
instructional . leadership functions in high parental support 
. schools is related to the family background and also ' the 
academic quality of the student input. since there is no 
information about the family background of the students 
available in the study, the relationship between family 
background and principal's instructional leadership cannot be 
further investigated. However, the academic quality of student 
input is available in the study. out of the 18 high parental 
support schools, 13 of them are with student input of band 1 
or mainly band 1 to 2. In Hong Kong, band 1 students are of 
the best academic quality. It indicates that there is a 
relationship between parental support, academic quality of 
student input and principal's instructional leadership. The 
causal link between these three needs further investigation. 
However, base on the findings so far, parental support or 
involvem~nt in instruction programs seems to be important to 
the academic achievement of the students. Also, in the 
document of School Management Initiatrve, it is suggested that 
school management frameworks should give room for parents to 
participate. School administrators should take into 
consideration · of these s.uggestions. 
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Relation of academic gyality of student input to instructional 
leadership 
From the findings above, academic quality of student 
input seems to be a contextual variable that could distinguish 
the p.rofile of instructional leadership. In order to further 
understand the relationsnip between academic quali ty of 
student input and profile of instructional leadership, the 
sample schools are classified into 4 groups according to the 
academic quality of student input at Form 1. Group 1 schools 
are those schools with the best student input (mainly band 1 
and band 1 to 2 students). Group 2 schools are mainly with 
student input of band 2 and band 2 to 3. These schools do not 
have the best students input ~ but their students are above 
average. Group 3 schools have students input ma~nly of band 3 
and band 3 to 4. The academic quality Of these students is 
about average. Lastly, Group 4 schools have the lowest quality 
of student input, they are mainly band 4, band 4 to 5 and band 
5 students. These students are low in academic standard, and 
' usually they are associated with some behavioral problems. 
The profiles of instructional leadership was plotted in 
Figure 11. T-test was then employed to compare the mean scores 
among the 4 groups of schools. The results are summarized in 
Table 12. 
From Figure 11, it can be seen that the profiles of 
instructional leadership of the 4 groups of schools are more 
or less similar in pattern. comparatively speaking, principals 
in each group of schools are more emphasized in the 













5.2 0 Band 1 or Band ' 1 to 2 student input 
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FGO CGO SUP CUR MON PTI IMP ~C VIS TEA STD 
* with significant difference with the other groups 
FGO = Framing school goals: 
eGO = communicating the school goals; 
SUP = supervising and evaluating instruction: 
CUR = coordinating curriculuD; 
MON = Monitoring student progress; 
PTr = protecting instructional time; 
IMP = ProJloting instruction iJlprovement and 
professional development; 
DEe = Encouraging decision participation; 
VIS = Maintaining high visibility; 
TEA = Providing incentives for teachers; 
STD = Enforcing academic standards; 
LER = Providing incentives for learning. 
LER 
FIGURE 11 
Profile of instructional leadership of the sample schools 
classified by academic quality of student input 
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TABLE 12 
T-test Matrixa for mean scores of instructional leadership 
functions of groups of schools classified by academic quality 
of Form 1 student input. 











* p < 0.05 















** p < 0.01 












a'. Only those instructional leadership functions that have 
significant difference between groups are shown. 
SUP = Supervising and evaluating instruction; 
MON = Monitoring student progress; 
PTI = Protecting instructional tile; 
IMP = Promoting instructional improvement and professional improvement; 
VIS = Maintaining high visibility; 
. STD = Enforcing academic standard; 















learning, enforcing academic standard, maintaining high 
visibility in schools. Alsd, they have relatively low score~ 
in the functions of providing incenti ves for teachers, 
en~ouraging decision participation, and coordinating 
curriculum. 
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Among these 4 groups of schools, Group 3 schools 'have the 
highest mean scores in most of the instructional leadership 
functions. This may due to the fact that Group 3 schools have 
the average quality of student input, principals in these 
schools may perceive that they have the potential to do better 
and try hard to improve the academic performance of the 
students and seek for a better student input. In these 
schools, principals take a more active role in supervising and 
evaluating instruction, maintaining a higher visibility in 
school, enforcing academic standard more frequently, and more 
focused on providing incentives ·for learning through rewarding 
students with superior academic achievement and improvement 
formally and informally. 
Also, from the profiles plotted, it can be seen that 
Group 4 schools which have the lowest academic quality of , 
student input seems to have a 'profile of instructional 
leadership which is distinguishable from the other three 
groups of schools. They have the lowest mean scores in most of 
the instructional leadership functions. The difference of the 
mean scores between Group 4 schools and the other three groups. 
of schools reached a statistically significant level of 0.01 
or 0.05 in some of the instructional leadership functions (see 
Table 12). The relatively low mean scores of Group 4 schools 
may due to t .he fact that the students are often associated 
with behavioral problems. Academic performance of the students 
may not be the primary concern of the principals in these 
-schools. Furthermore, out of the 13 Group 4 schools, 9 of them 
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belong to the low parental support group ( according to the 
same classification in the previous section with mean score in 
parental support < 3.34). Parents of the students in these 
schools do not concern much about the behaviora1 and academic 
performance of their children. Teachers in these schools 
perceived that they have the lowest incentive to teach. It is 
suggested that more resources, such as school social worker 
and remedial class teachers, ,should be added so as to improve 
the present situation. On the other hand, the low student 
input may due to the ineffective instructional leadership of 
the principals. Since this is a cross-sectional survey study, 
the causal link between quality of student input and 
instructional leadership cannot be estabiished. Supplementary 
longitudinal case study may be required if the causal link 
between these two is of interest. 
Relation of other contextual variables to instructional 
leadership 
For the other contextual variables of average teaching 
experience of the staff and principals professional training 
in education administiation are found to be not related to the 
scores of instructional leadership strongly. ror the 
contextual variable of passing ,percentage of 5 subjects in 
-Certificate examination, it is cO'rrelated to the instructional 
leadership functions of protecting instructional time, 
enforcing academic standards, and providing incentives for 
le~rning (see Table 9). It indicates that principals concern 
more about the academic performance of the students in high 
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achieving schools. They create an atmosphere that academic 
achievement is important and worth the effort. They also set 
the highest priority for instruction over the other activities 
in school hours. 
Summary 
In sum, the contextual variables of parental support and 
quality of Form 1 student input are two contextual variables 
that woti~d distinguish the profiles of principal's 
instructional leadership. In high parental support schools, 
teachers perceived that their princip~ls have'. a higher score 
in each of the instructional leadership functions when 
compared wi th that in low parental support schools. schools 
with the lowest academic quality of student input seems to 
have a distinctly low instructional leadership scores, the 
reasons behind seems to be quite. complicated. It is suggested 
that further study should be carried out so as to improve the 
effectiveness of these schools since it constituted 21.7% (13 
out of 60) of the sample schools being studied which is quite 
a high percentage. 
4 • 4 FINDINGS RElATED TO RESEARCH OUESTION 3 
The third · research question in the . study is "How is 
principal's instructional leadership related to teachers' 
affective and attitudinal outcomes in . terms of sense of 
· f · l' t t?" I eff icacy , sense of communl. ty ,. and pro eSSl.ona l.n eres. n 
order to reveal this major research question proposed in the 
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study, the mean scores of ~eachers' sense of efficacy, sense 
of community, and professional interest of the sample schools 
are firstly presented. Their correlational relationship would 
also be discussed. Pearson correlation was then used to 
estimate the correlational relationship between instructional 
leadership functions and teachers' affective and attitu'dinal 
outcomes in terms of sense of eff icacy, sense of communi ty , 
and professional interest. Stepwise multiple regression was 
used to evaluate the contribution of instructional leadership 
functions and contextual variables to teachers' affective and 
attitudinal outcomes. The categorical variables were used in 
the analysis through dummy coding (Neter, et al., 1983). The 
findings are discussed in the following sections. 
Mean scores of teachers' affective and attitudinal outcomes 
Table 13 shows · the mean scores of teachers' sense of 
efficacy, sense of community an4 professional interest. It can 
be seen that the mean scores are in between 4 to 5 It 
indicates that teachers in the sample schools are just 
slightly agree that their teaching is worth the effort and 
lead to the success of the students. Their relationship with 
the colleagues are not so good and can 
cooperate wi th and depend oh the other 
only occasionally 
teachers. Their 
interest in professional .. matters . is not high and are not 
frequently discuss the professional matters wi th other 
teachers. The low mean scores may due to the relatively heavy 
work load of Hong Kong secondary schools teachers. On top of 
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TABLE 13 
Means and standard deviations for teachers' sense of efficacy, 
sense of community and professional interest 
Sense of efficacy 
Sense of community 
Professional interest 











teaching, clerical works, disciplirie affairs, extra-curricular 
activities, and counseling are the other work categories that 
secondary school teachers have to take up. Moreover, there are 
limited chances of professional training for teachers when 
they have finished the certificate or diploma courses of 
education. Also, the loosely coupled nature of educational 
activities ~onstituting the technical core of instruction in 
secondary schools may reduce the chance for teachers to 
discuss and work with other ·teachers. It may resul t in low 
sense of unity and belongings as reflected by the low mean 
score of sense of communi ty. School administrators are 
suggested to provide more opportunities to teachers to work 
together, more chances for professional advancement, and more 
feedback to enhance the satisfaction of teachers. 
Correlational relationship between teachers' affective and 
attitudinal outcomes 
Table 14 shows the Pearson correlation coefficients 
bet~een teachers' sense of efficacy, sense of community and 
professional interest. It is seen that they are correlated to 
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TABLE 14 
Correlation 'coefficients between teachers' sense of efficacy, 
sense of community and professional interest 
Sense of commu~ity Professional interest 
Sense of efficacy 0.5333 ** 0.5711 ** 
Sense of community 0.7981 ** 
** p < 0.01, No. of cases = 60 
each other significantly at a level of 0.01. The correlation 
coefficient for sense of community and professional interest 
is substantially high (r = 0.7981). Sense of community refers 
to the relationship of uni ty, belonging and cooperati ve 
interdependence among teachers (Newmann, Rutter & Smith, 
1989). Professional interest refers to the extent to which 
teachers disquss professional matters, show interests in their 
work and seek further professional development (Frasher & 
Fisher, 1990). In school settings that can foster the exchange· 
of ideas among staff, and can emphasize the introduction of 
new ideas to assist each indi vidual's performance would 
establish an atmosphere that implies interpersonal support for 
problems wi th current and future tasks (Rosenhol tz and 
Simpson, 1990). Moreover, in several studies, it is found that 
I 
collegial relations enhance , teachers' sense of professional 
grow~h and at high achieving schools there are greater 
consensus on academic goals and more teamwork among staff 
1986,. Chubb, 1988). Hence, it is not (Rosenhol tz , et al , 
surprised that there exist such a high correlation between 
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sense of community and professional interest in the present 
study. Because of such a high correlation, these two variabies 
would be treated together in ·the following discussion. 
Relation of teachers' outcomes to instructional leadership 
Table 15 shows the Pears on correlation coefficients 
between instructional leadership functions and teachers' sense 
of efficacy, sense of community, and professional interest. It 
can be seen that all the instructional leadership functions do 
correlate with teachers' sense of efficacy, sense of 
community, and professional interest significantly at either a 
TABLE 15 
Correlation coefficients between teachers' sense of efficacy, 
sense of community I professional interest and instructional 
leadership functions 
Instructional leadership functions 
Framing school goals 
Communicating school goals 
Supervising and evaluating instruction 
Coordinating curriculum 
'Monitoring student progress . 
Protecting instruction time 
Promoting instructional improvement 
and professional ·development 
Encouraging decision participation 
Maintaining high visibility 
Providing incentives for teachers 
Enforcing academic standards 
Providing incentives for learning . 













































level of 0.01 or 0.05. These findings give evidence that 
principal's instructional leadership is related to teachers' 
sense of efficacy, sense of community, and professional 
interest. 
Teachers' sense of efficacy is defined as teachers' 
perception that their teaching is worth the effort, it would 
lead to the success of students and is personally satisfied. 
As the major work component of teacher is classroom teaching, 
the finding in the study give support that if principals take 
an active role in the actions that promote the growth in 
students' academic performance, it would have a positive 
influence on teachers' sense of efficacy. Moreover, teachers' 
sense of efficacy is a cognitive process that involves 
identifying a goal, assessing the necessary effort and 
abili ties to achieve that goal, and predicting the outcome 
(stipek and Weisz, 1981). It seems that concrete and explicit 
school goals would help teachers to assess the necessary 
effort and abilities to achieve the goals and predict the 
outcomes. This is validate.d in the present study as the 
instructional leadership function of framing scho01 goals is 
found to be the strongest predictor of teachers' sense of 
efficacy among the twelve instructional leadership functions. 
The corresponding variance explained in such prediction is 
14.84%. There may be some other factors that would influence 
teachers' sense of efficacy such as the types of students in 
the classroom and the amount of control "a teacher has in 
de1::ermining the classroom environment (Brofenbr~nher, 1976). 
It seems that when the contextual variables are taken into 
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consideration, it . may give a better picture of the 
relationship between .instructional leadership and teachers' 
sense of efficacy. This wO\lld be done in the following 
s'ections. 
From Table 15, it is found that both the sense of 
community and professional interest correlate highly and 
significantly with all the twelve instructional leadership 
functions. These findings indicate that in schools with 
principals acting actively as an instructional leader in 
providing more opportunities for teachers to discuss their 
work wi th colleagues and observe other teachers teach, 
teachers would have a strong relationship of unity, belonging 
and cooperative interdependenge among peers and show a higher 
interest in their work and would like to seek for further 
professional development. This finding is in line with the 
findings of Newmann,Rutter and smith (1989), and Lee, Dedrick 
and smith (1991). Among the twelve instructional leadership 
functions, the function of promoting instructional improvement 
and professional development is the strongest predictor of ' 
. 
sense of community and professional interest. The 
corresponding variance explained is 32.83% and 40.23% for 
sense of community and professional interest respectively. On 
the other hand, the instructional leadership function of 
, 
moni toring student . progress is the least powerful pred:ictor 
for sense of community and professional interest. This may due 
to the fact that if principals are too strong in monitoring 
the student progress through' meeting individually with 
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teachers to d1· scuss student ad· ca em1C progress, using test 
resul ts to assess progress toward school goals would hinder 
the autonomy and discretion of teachers to tailor the work to 
one's own training and experience and to exercise professional 
judgment concerning the best response to the instructional 
needs of particular students (Rosenholtz and S,impson, 1990). 
This implies that certain instructional leadership functions 
may not be in a linear relatio~ with teachers' affective and 
attitudinal outcomes when the nature of the work is 
considered. More study of such relation is required before any 
concrete conclusion can be drawn. 
Relation of teachers I outcomes and contextual variables to 
instructional leadership 
In order to clarify the contribution of the instructional 
leadership functions and contextual variables (such as average 
teaching experience of the staff, principal's experience, 
principal's professional training in education administration, 
academic quali ty of student input, passing percentage of 5 
subjects in certificate examination, and parental support) to 
teachers' sense of efficacy, sense of community, and 
professional interest, stepwise multiple regression was used. 
The results are summarized in Table 16. 
In Table 16 , it is seen that parental support is an 
important contextual variable that can account for the 
variance of teachers' affective and attitudinal outcomes. When 
th~ contextual variables are included in the regression 
equation, parental support becomes the only predictor that has 
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TABLE 16 
~tepw~se multiple ' regression showing contribution of 
lnstructional leadership functions and contextual variables to 
teacher.s' sense of eff icaqy', sense of communi ty , and 
professl0nal interest . 
Step Variable Mu lt ip l,e R2 Incre~se 
entered R in R 
Sense of 1 Parental 
efficacy 
support 0.4487 0.2013 0.2013 
Equation statistics F = 12.6015 ** 
df2 = 1, 50 
R = 0.2013 
Sense of . 1 Promoting instructional 0.6122 0.3748 0.3748 
community improvement and pro-
fessional development 
2 Parental support 0.73,30 0.5373 0.1625 
~ Diploma specialized in 0.7579 0.5744 0.0371 
education administration 
Equation statistics F = 21.5990 ** 
df2 = 3, 48 
R = 0.5744 
Professional 1 Promot ing i·nstruct iona 1 0.6320 0.3994 0.3994 
interest improvement and pro-
fessional development 
2 Parental support 0.6689 0.4474 0.0479 
Equation statistics F = 19.8341 ** 
df2 = 2, 49 
R = 0.4474 
,** p < 0.01 
. ' 
a significant predicting power at a level of 0.01 •. The 
variance accounted for is 20.13%. The parental support 
measured in the study is closely related to the , academic 
quality of student input of the 'school. As mentioned in the 
previous section, in the high parental support schools 
(cI"assified by the .mean score of parental support > 4. 063) , 
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· 72.2 % of them (13 schools out of 18) have the best academic 
qual i ty of student input (band 1 or band 1 to 2 students) 
while in the low parental support ~chools (classified by the 
mean score of parental support < 3.34), _ only 5% ( 1 school out 
of 20) of them has the best academic quality of student input. 
On the other hand, 45% of them (9 schools out of 20) ' are 
having the lowest quality of student input (band 4, band 4 to 
5 or band 5 students). As connoted by Ashton and Webb (1986) 
and Metz (1978), if students are seen as having lower ability 
or as being unable to learn, teachers tend to lower their 
expectations of thei:r.:- own ability to teach them. Also, when 
dealing with uncooperative students, teachers, because of 
their lowered sense of efficacy, focus on discipline over 
instruction (Brophy and Evertson, 1981). Since the parental 
support is closely related to the academic quality of student 
input in the study, the finding that parental support is a 
significant predictor to teachers' sense of efficacy support 
findings in the previous studies that types of students in the 
classroom is an influential factor on teachers' sense of 
efficacy (Brofenbrenner, 1976). 
For the variable of sense of community, it is found that 
among the 'twelve instructional leadership functions, promoting 
instructional improvement and professional development is the 
only function that significantly predict teachers' sense of 
community. The corresponding variance accounted for is 37.48%. 
The contextual variable of parental support accounted for an 
additional of 16.25% of variance. In addition to parental 
support, the other contextual variable, principal's 
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professional training of diploma specialized in education 
administration accounted for further 3.71% of variance. 
For the variable of profe?sional interest, similar result 
is obtained. The instructional leadership function of 
promotin.g instructional improvement and professional 
development is the only instructional leadership function that 
predict professional interest significantly. The variance 
accounted for is 39.94%. , This value is comparable to that in 
explaining the variance of sense of community since they are 
highly correlated. Parental support is found to be the 
contextual variable that give an additional 4.79% of variance. 
The findings that parental support is a significant predictor 
of teachers' sense of community and professional interest give 
a .positive support to the confused picture of direct parental 
influence on schooling (Wimpelberg et al., 1989). The measure 
of parental support employed in the study is try to tap . the 
impact -that the home production of learning has on children 
and the manner in which parents interact with school efforts 
in addition to the willingness of donation of time and money 
to the school. It is believed to be a better measurement of 
parental influence on schooling than just looking at the 
parental involvement expressed as the donation · of time or 
money to the school . through voluntary efforts or 
organ'izationa~ participation, such as in a parent-teachers 
association (Benson, 1982; Leibowitz, 1974). The findings that 
parental support measured in this way contribute significantly 
to ' the success of the school's instructional program is not 
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only consistent with the findings on Hobson (1976) and Reagan 
(1977), also, it gives insight on what should be measured when 
parental support is concerned in the other studies. 
Intercorrelation between the instructional leadership 
functions 
On the other hand, the writer is -quite suspicious that 
there is only one instructional leadership function appeared 
in the regression equations in predicting teachers' affective 
and attitudinal outcomes. Pears on correlation is employed to 
evaluate the correlational relationship between the 
instructional leadership functions. The result is summarized 
in Table 17. It can be seen tnat the twelve instructional 
leadership functions are highly correlated to each other. This 
indicates that although instructional leadership is make up of 
different components, they are highly correlated · wi th each 
other. This may due to the nature of the construct, 
instructional leadership, is a relatively narrow job area of 
the principal. This is consistent with the findings of 
Hallinger (1982) and Jones (1987). However, although the 
instructiQnal leadership functions are highly correlated, it 
addresses to the cuI tural and technical aspects of teaching 
and learning with different emphasis in different situations. 
Moreover, ' it is found . to be correlated to teachers' affective 
and attitudinal outcomes in the study which is believed to be 
related to student achievement and motivation (Armor et al., 




Correlation coefficients between instructional leadership 
functions 
• 
FGO CGO ,SUP CUR MON 
FGO 1.0000 
CGO .9100** 1.0000 
SUP .8062** .8230** 1.0000 
CUR .8348** .8098** .8700** 1.0000 
MON .7976** .7682** .8108** .8710** 1.0000 
PTI .7872** .7007** .6745** .6863** .5723** 
IMP .7648** .7675** .7720** .8100** .7348** 
DEC .6194** .6027** .5952** .6592** . .5580** 
VIS .5969** .6358** .6888** .6507** .6543** 
TEA .6804** .6683** .7544** .7780** .6891** 
STD .7125** .7628** .7267** .6696** .7388** 
LER .7642** .7379** .6763** .6940** .7004** 
** P < 0.01 Number of cases = 60 
IMP DEC VIS TEA STD 
IMP 1.0000 
DEC .7776** 1.0000 
VIS .7417** .6602** 1.0000 
TEA .8061** .7809** .6554** 1.0000 
STD .6927** .5215** .6141** .6018** 1.0000 
LER .6516** .5681** .5778** .5848** .7934** 
** P < 0.01 Number of cases = 60 
FGO = Framing school goals; 
CGO = communicating the school goals; 
SUP = Supervising and evaluating instruction; 
CUR = coordinating curriculum; 
MaN = Monitoring student progress; 
PTI = Protecting instructional tile; 
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IMP = Promoting instruction improvement and 
professional developlent; 
DEC = Encouraging decision participation; 
VIS = Maintaining high visibility: 
TEA = Providing incentives for teachers; 
STD = Enforcing academic standards: 












4.5 FINDINGS RRT~TED ~ RESEARCH QUESTION ~ 
The fourth research· question proposed in the study is "If 
effectiveness of instructional leadership is defined in terms 
of teachers' sense of efficacy, sense of communi ty and 
professional interest, how the profile of effective 
instructional leadership is different from that of ineffective 
instructional leadership ?" In order to map the profiles of 
effective and ineffective instructional leadership, schools 
are classified into three groups according to the total score 
of teachers' sense of effIcacy, sense of communi ty, and 
professional interest. Using the total score of these 
variables seems to be appropriate since they are all 
correlated significantly to the instructional leadership 
functions and they themselves are also correlated with each 
other significantly. Furthermore, when principal component 
analysis was employed, these three variables· gave only one 
component with eigenvalue of 1.98. The total percentage of 
variance accounted for by this component is 66%. Moreover, the 
main purpose this research question is to further illustrate 
the difference in profiles of effective and. ineffective 
instructional leadership defined in terms of teachers' sense 
of eff icacy , sense of community and professional interest. 
Hence, it is acceptable to use the total score of these three 
variables as an integrated indicator for the effectiveness of 
instruc~ional leadership. Three groups of schools are as 
follow: 
1. effective instructional leadership (with total score 
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in the upper 30%), 
2. moderately effective instructional leadership, and 
3. ineffective instructional leaderf?hip (with overall 
score in the lower 30%) . . 
Table 18 summarized the mean scores of instructional 
leadership functions of schools with effective or ineffective 
instructional leadership. It also shows the results of T-test 
employed to compare the difference of the mean score of each 
instructional leadership function between these two groups. It 
can be seen that significant difference do exist in all the 
instructional leadership functions. Profiles of these two 
groups were plotted in Figure 12. 
Patterns of the profiles. of these two groups are quite 
similar which reflect the fact that principals, no matter 
belong to which group, are doing and emphasizing similar 
instructional leadership functions but to different extent. 
Relatively, both of them emphasize providing incentive for 
learning, enforcing academic standard, maintaining high 
visibility in school, etc. In the group of effective 
instructional leadership, one function that seems to be 
distinctly different from the instructional leadership ,profile 
of overall sample schools (refer to Figure 9) · and the pattern 
of the' ineffective instructional leadership is the function of 
encouraging decision participation. It has a relatively high 
score among ' the other eleven instructional leadership 
functions in effective group while in the group of ineffective 
instructional leadership and· overall sample, it has the second 
lowest score. It implies that principals with effective 
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TABLE 18 
Comparison between the profiles of effective and ineffective 
instructional leadership 
Group mear:t 
Schools with effective Schools with ineffective 
instructional leader- instructional leader-
'.ship (N=18) ship (N=18) T-values P 
FGO 4.70 3.98 3.97 0.000 
CGO 4.71 4.05 3.13 0.004 
SUP 4.70 4.08 3.36 0.002 
" CUR 4.42 3.86 3.00 0.005 
MON 4.42 3.97 2.75 0.009 
PTI 4.88 4.12 4.36 0.000 
IMP 4.83 3.94 5.01 0.000 
DEC 4.69 3.75 4.11 0.000 
VIS 4.93 4.27 3.17 0.003 
TEA 4.43 3.74 3.25 0.003 
STD 4.88 4.32 3.73 0.001 
LER 5.39 4.76 3.28 0.002 
df = 34 
FGO = Framing school goals; IMP = Promoting instruction improvement and 
CGO = communicating the school goals: 
SUP = supervising and evaluating instruction; 
CUR = Coordinating curriculum: 
MON = Monitoring student progress; 
PT! = Protecting instructional time: 
professional development: 
DEC = Encouraging decision participation; 
VIS = Maintaining high visibility: 
TEA = Providing incentives for teachers; 
STD = Enforcing academic standards: 
LER = Providing incentives for learning. 
instructional leadership allow teachers to participate in the 
decisions related to instruction to a greater extent. It is 
consistent with the findings of extensive use of participative 
decision procedures are more effective (McGregor, 1960; 
Likert, 1967; Argyris, 1964). Practically, the profiles mapped 
in the study may provide a "reference for principals to assess 
the strength and weakness of their own instructional 
leadership if the same instrument is used. It also provides a 
mean for the training institutes to assess the instructional 
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FGO = Framing school goals; 
CGO = Communicating the school goals; 
SUP = Supervising and evaluating instruction; 
CUR = Coordinating curriculum; 
MaN = Monitoring student progress; 
PTI = Protecting instructional time; 
FIGURE 12 
PTI IMP CE:C VIS TEA STD 
IMP = Promoting instruction improvement and 
professional development; 
DEC = Encouraging decision participation; 
VIS = Maintaining high visibility; 
TEA = Providing incentives for teachers; 
STD = Enforcing academic standards; 
LER = Providing incentives for learning. 
LER 
Profiles of effective and ineffective instructional leadership 
of the sample schools 
The writer suspect~ that the effectiveness of 
instructional leadership as indicated by the integrated score 
of teachers' affective and attitudinal outcomes is also 
re,lated to the academic achievement of the students. Hence, 
the mean passing percentages of the 5 subjects in certificate 
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examination of the schools with effective and ineffective 
instructional leade~ship are mapped and T-test is then 
employed to compare the mean passing percentages between these 
two groups of schools. The results are shown" in Table 19. It 
can be seen that the mean passing percentages of the schools 
with effective instructional leadership is significantly 
higher than that of the schools with ineffective instructional 
leadership. It gives evidence that instructional leadership is 
related to the academic achievement of the - students. This is 
consistent with the findings of Larsen (1987), Heck et al. 
(1990), and Bamburg & Andrews (1990). Moreover, it gives 
evidence that it is appropriate to use teachers' affective and 
atti tudinal outcomes (in the study, teachers' sense of 
efficacy, sense of community and professional interest were 
used) as an indicator of the effectiveness of principal's 
TABLE 19 
Comparison between the mean passing percentages of 5 subjects 
in certificate examination of the schools with effective and 
ineffective instructional leadership 
Passing percent~ge 
of 5 subjects in 
Certificate 
examination 

















instructional leadership. The findings in the study also 
support the notion that principal's instructional leadership, 
teachers' perceptions and pr,actices, and students' academic 
achievement are related to each other (Ellett & Walberg, 1979; 
Newmann, Rutter & Smith, 1989; Lee, Dedrick & Smith, 1991a). 
However, further studies are required to clarify the 
relationship and causal link among these three aspects. 
In sum, in schools with effective instructional 
leadership, teachers are more confident that their effort 
would lead to the success of the students and they themselves 
are more satisfied. They also enjoy the relationship among the 
colleagues. Teachers share the same school goals, help ea~h 
other, discuss the problems that they faced in teaching and 
show more interest in professional matters. Principals in 
these schools have a clear vision of what the school have to 
achieve. · They share the goals with tpe staff and students 
frequently. They are also supportive to the teachers and are 
ready to give help. Teamwork and discussion of professional 
matters are encouraged. Teachers' opinions in instructional 
matters are welcomed and would be taken into consideration in 
decision making process. Principals in these schools are 
always present in the campus. They like to talk to the 
students and staff, participate in the extra-curricular 
acti vi ties. Moreover, principals in these schools create an 
atmosphere that academic standard is very important. students 
and teachers are rewarded for hardworking and unusual 
p~rformance. Normal . lessons are given the highest priority and 
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are protected from other interferences (such as extra-
curricular activities, tardy, truant and misbehave students). 
Lastly, students in these schools achieve better in public 
examinations. 
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CHAPTER V. CONCIOSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
Instructional leadership of Hong Kong Aided secondary 
schools principals is described in the present · study. The 
relationship of instructional leadership to teachers' 
affective and attitudinal outcomes in terms of teachers' sense 
of efficacy, sense of community, and professional interest is 
also investigated. Several conclusions would be drawn and 
implications would ,be discussed. 
The conceptualization of the study is buil t on the 
instructional leadership model posited by Hallinger (1983). 
Instruct~onal leadership is defined as the actions which 
address to the normative and technical aspects of teaching and 
learning that a principal takes to improve , student learning. 
In addition to the eleven instructional leadership functions 
proposed ~y Hallinger's model" the function of encouraging 
decision participation is added which is found to be an 
important leadership function in other leadership models 
(Yukl, 1989). Instead of the academic achievement of students, 
teachers' affective and attitudinal outcomes in terms of sense 
of efficacy, sense of community, and. professional interest are 
chosen as the direct outcomes of principal's instructional 
leadership in the study. The findings of the study may fill 
the gap of the traditional studies of instructional leadership 
using the indirect outcome, student academic achievement, as 
the indication of the effectiveness of principal's 
instructional leadership. Moreover, in the main study, 60 
schools (which amount to 19% of the Aided secondary schools in 
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Hong Kong) and 756 teachers were involved. since sample size 
of the study is fairly large, the findings of the study should 
have considerable external ' validity and generalization 
capability . 
. From the instructional leadership profile of the sample 
schools, it is found that the average mean scores of the 
twelve instructional leadership functions are in between 4 to 
5 (except the function of providing incentives for learning 
which is 5.143) which indicates that secondary school 
principals in Hong Kong are not acting as a st~ong 
instructional leader. Among the twelve instructional 
leadership functions, encouraging decision participation and 
providing incentives for teaching are the two functions with 
the lowest mean scores. It implies that teachers in Hong . Kong 
are generally not involved in the ' decision making process even 
it is related to instruction. Also I the incenti ves for 
teaching provided 'by principals are not enough. Relatively, 
principals are more focused on the academic achievement of the 
stu~ents by emphasizing the academic stand~rds and providin~ 
incentives for learning. Since principals play a pivotal role 
in school ' administration and the implementation of 
instructional programs, it seems that there is an urgent need 
for pre-service and in-service training progra~ for principals 
to be a , good instructional ' leader. It . is also suggested that 
more freedom 6f utilizing the resources should be granted to 
the principals so as to provide more incentives to teachers to 
improve their teachi~g. formal staff reporting procedures 
which include assessing the teaching performance of teachers 
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should be established in each school. These recommendations 
are also suggested in the document of School Management 
Initiative proposed by th~ Education Department and the 
Education and Manpower Branch. 
suggested to take serious 
recommendations. 
School administrators are 
consideration of these 
When the contextual variables are considered, it is found 
that parental support and academic quality of student i~put 
are two contextual variables that distinguish the profiles of 
instructional leadership. In high parental support schools, 
the mean scores in all the instructional leadership functions 
are higher than that in the low parental support schools. 
Parental support is measured by · ta~ping the degree of concern 
of parents on the academic performance of the students and the 
amount of time used to take care the homework of the students. 
It is believed that parents with a higher social economy 
status care more about the academic . achievement of the 
students and the students are at a better position to achieve 
better. In turn, they would have different expectation on the 
school. The findings in the study that distinct profiles of 
instructional leadership exist in different groups of parental 
support schools implies that instructional leadership is 
related to the family background of the clients that the 
school served. School administrators are suggested to pay more 
attention to the family background of the students especially 
those schools that are recently relocated to new districts due 
to' the change in population distribution in Hong Kong. 
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However, how to maximize the effectiveness of instructional 
leadership in different parental support schools needs further 
investigation. 
The academic quali ty of student input is the other 
contextual variable distinguishes the 
instructional leadership. Schools with the 
profiles of 
lowest academic 
quality of student input have the lowest mean scores in most 
of the instructional leadership functions. This tinding 
implies that student characteristics would influence the 
instructional leadership of principals. This is consistent 
with the findings of Hallinger and Murphy (1987) and The 
Coleman Report (1966). It is suggested that seminars and short 
courses should be arranged by Education Department or 
education training institutes for principals so as to improve 
their instructional leadership. Moreover, students in these 
schools may be associated with serious behavioral problems, 
extra resources such as extra counseling t~achers or school 
social worker should be added so as to relief the workload of 
the teachers in dealing with the behavioral problems of the 
students. On the other hand, principal's instructional 
leadership may also influence the academic quality of student 
input. Parents would like to send their children to schools 
with better academic performance. Hence, schools with stronger 
instructional leadership and better performance ' in public 
examination ~ould have student input of better academic 
quali ty. However, .the causal link between student input and 
principal's instructional leadership has not been firmly 
identified. Further studies are required. 
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In the study, instructional leadership functions is found 
to be highly correlated to teachers' sense of efficacy, sense 
of community, and professiona~ interest. It validates the use 
of teachers' affective and attitudinal outcomes as the direct 
outcome of instructional leadership. This also lends support 
to the concept that teachers serve as mediators in between 
principal and students (Ellett and Walberg, 1979). Further 
studies of principal's instructional leadership may include 
teachers' affective and attituqinal outcomes as well as 
students' academic achievement. The relationship among these 
three parties may 'reveal the complicated schooling process and 
the findings may give hint to administrators to improve school 
effectiveness. 
The contribution of instructional leadership functions to 
teachers' sense of efficacy, sense of community and 
professional interest is substantially significant and 
stronger than the contextual variables. Among the . 
instructional leadership functions, promoting instructional 
improvement and professional development is the most important 
predictor. Teaching is the core of works that teachers perform 
every day. Teachers concern much about it. So, if school 
admini~trators provide more opportunities for teachers to 
discuss their work wi th colleagues, attain seminars and 
observed other teacher teach, teachers would have a stronger 
relationship of unity and show a higher professional interest. 
However, ' the mean score of this instructional leadership , 
function of the sample schools is just' 4.425. This value means 
121 
teachers are just slightly agree that their principals show 
leadership in this area. School administrators are suggested 
to focus more on this' area of work. 
Parental support is found to be the most important 
predictor of the three teachers' affective and atti tudinal 
outcomes among the contextual variables. This finding 
highlight the importance of family background on student's 
academic achievement. It is consistent ' wi th the findings of 
the SES (social economic status) studies starting from The 
Coleman Report (1966). The findings of the study support that 
there is a relationship between student's family background 
and ' principals instructional leadership and teachers' 
affective and attitudinal outcomes. Further study in relating 
student family background, principal's instructional 
leadership, teachers' affective and attitudinal outcomes, and 
students' academic achievement may give a better picture of 
the relationship among these four parties. Practically, 
involvement of parents in school administration framework (as 
suggested in the School Management Initiative) may improve the 
effectiveness of the school. 
Effective and ineffective instructional leadership 
profiles mapped in the study shows that they are significantly 
differerit from each other. It is also found that the mean 
passing percentages of 5 s~bjects in certificate examination 
of the schools with effective instructional leadership is 
significantly higher than that in schools with ineffective 
instructional leadership. School administrators are suggested 
.to pay more attention to their role of being the instructional 
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leader in school. The documentation of the profiles in the 
study provides a ref.erence for the training institutes or 
Education Department to iden~ify the strength and weakness of 
instructional leadership of the principals. Hence, training 
programs may be developed so as to improve the instructional 
leadership of the principals. 
Lastly, the questionnai~es of the study were completed by 
two different group of ' teachers in the same school with one 
group answering the questionnaire of instructional leadership 
while the other group answering the questionnaire of teachers' 
sense of efficacy, sense of community, professional interest 
and parental support. It illustrates how to avoid the error of 
common sources variance in research in educational 
administration. This method is recommended in other studies if 
the unit of analysis is the school. 
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APPENDIX A: Table of results of the pilot study 
TABLE A-I 
Information of the teachers and principal concerned in the 
early stage of the pilot study 











































R. s. , 
Bible. 
Reliability of instructional leadership functions in the pilot 
study 
Instructional leadership function: 
Framing the school goal 
communicating the school goal 
Supervising & evaluating instruction 
coordinating curriculum 
Monitoring student progress 
Protecting instructional time 
Promoting instructional improvement and 
professional development 
Encouraging decision participation 
Maintaining high visibility 
Providing incentive for teachers 
Enforcing academic standards 
















Reliability of the ,measure of sense of efficacy, sense of 
community and professional in the pilot study 
variables 
Sense of efficacy 








APPENDIX B: Instruments used in the main study 
School contextual information 
Please ~rite down your answers o~ put circles on the numbers of those re-
s p 0 n s e sap pro pr i ate toy 0 u . I fan yw her e i sap pro pr i ate, you m a y , c h 00 s e m 0 re 
than one response for one item. 
< School Contextual Information> 
1. School Age 
2 . How long the school has become fully subsidized? 
_______________ vears 
______________ ~years 
3. Sponsoring Body: 
4 . Religious Background: 1) No religion, 3) Protestant , 
4) B uddh i s t , 5) Ta 0 is t , 
2) Catholic, 
6) Muslim , ?) other religion 
5. School District ' in the SSPA School Net: 
6. 
7. 
School Size - - No . of Teachers 
No. of Students 
No . of Classes 
Average Banding of Current F.l 
(1) band 1 
(5) band 3 
(2) band 1 




(3) band 2 
(7) band 4 
is about: 
(4) band 2 3 
(8) band 4 - 5 (9) band 5 
8 . The "5 E" Pass Rate in the 1991 H K Sch Cert Exam 
-------------------
< Principal's Demographic Information> 
9. Sex : 1) Female 2) Male 
10 . Age 
11 . Marital Status:, 1) Single, 2) Married , 3) Other 
12 . Religion: 1) Nor e 1 i g ion, 2) Cat h 01 i c , 3) Pro t .e s tan t , 
4) Buddhist, 5) Taoist, 6) Muslim, 7) other religion 
138 
% 
13. Education Qualification: 
1) non-degree, 2) Bachelor, 3) Master, 4) Doctoral 
14. Professional Training in Education: 
1) Cert Ed./ Dip Ed . 2) M. Ed./ M.A. (Ed) 
3) other (please indicate) 
15. Professional Training in Educational Administration: 
1) short courses organized by E.D. 
2) short courses organized by Department of Extra-Mural Studies 
3) diploma specializing in Educational Administration 
4) degree specializing in Educational Administration 
16. Years in Teaching Work as a Teacher 
17 . Years in School Administration Work: 
a. as a Vice-Principal/Panel Head/Academic Master / 
Discipline Master/or ~quivalent 
b. as a Principal 
18 . Years in this Position 
139 


























































































































































極 不 * 確 
24.有系統地獎勵在學業上有成就的學生、 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25.透過有系統的方法或適當的評估，確保每一教職員明白 1 2 3 4 5 6.7 
所訂的全年目標. 
26.以所定的學業目標作為與教師決定課程的侬據， 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27.藉監察教師的表現（例：檢閲教學進度表和學生的習作， 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
課堂觀謀等），了解教師在課堂的教導情況• 
28.撿討試卷的内容是否與教師在課堂上所教的吻合• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29.以測驗和考試的結果作為學校整體目標的評核• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30.預先計劃怎樣避免和應付教學上突然而來的阻礙或難題 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(例：儀器損毁、物料供應不足、課室干擾等）• 
31.鼓勵教師參加钏練課程、研習班等，藉此發展教師的專 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
業知識和教學技巧.， 
32.當教師在某些決策上表示強烈反對時，願意考慮改變先 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
前的決定• 
33.在可能的情形下，盡量出席學生活動. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34.向能成功地完成工作的教師表示個人的欣賞• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35.提供功課辅導給那些學業未符理想的學生• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36.有系統地獎勵在學業上有進步的學生_ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37.以學生的學業成纊作麥考資料，訂立學業目標• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
38.確保所定的學業目標，在學校內受高度宣揚• ‘ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
39.透過學科會議，提醒及檢討教師的教學進度• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
40.協調不同級別之間的教學網領_ . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41.要求教師在適當的時候將試卷發還給學生• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
42.強調在教學上團隊合作的重要• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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不 * 確 
極不真確 
43.與教學工作有關的事情，在詢問教師的意見後，才作出 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
決定• 
44.讓教師知道在工作上的良好表現會得到獎賞. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
45.尋找校外資源，以幫助學生維持一定的學業水平• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
46.公開地表揚在學業上有成就的學生• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
47.協助教師發展一些在課室容易完成的目標• ‘ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
48.在學生集會上，向學生宣佈學校之目標• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
49.指出教師在教學上的優點• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
50.與教師商討及選取有關教材.• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
51.以書面通知教師學校在各方面表現的成果• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
52.提高教師互助合作的楕神，藉此達成共同的目標• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
53.在重要的事情上，先取得教師的赞同• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
54.以教學表現和能力作為教師升職的根據• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
55.指出教師在教學上需要改善的地方• 3 4 5 6 7 
56.在測驗或考試成纊上，找出一些需要特別教導的學生• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
57.'鼓勵教學範圍相近的教師互相分享經驗，交流教學意見 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
和資料，藉此提高教學質索• 
1. Corresponding questions of the instructional leadership functions 
Question number 
Framing school goals 1， 13, 25， 37, 47 
Communicating school goals 2， 14, 26， 38, 48 
Supervising & evaluating instruction 3， 15， 27， 39， 49, 55 
Coordinating curriculum 4, 16， 28， 40, 50 
Monitoring student progress 5， 17， 29， 41， 51, 56 
Protecting instruction time 6, 18， 30 
Promoting instructional improvement 7， 19， 31， 42, 52, 57 
& professional development 
Encouraging decision participation 8, 20， 3Z, ^ 
Maintaining high visibility 21, 33 . 
Providing incentives for teachers 10， 22, 34, ^ 
Enforcing academic standards 23, 35, 45 
Providing incentives for learning 12，24，北，牝 
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Teachers' sense of efficacy, s£nse of community, professional 




非 常 * 確 
其確 




1.我對校内的工作經常感到滿足• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2.在任何情況下，我都能夠得到同事的幫助，無論這是否他們的工作範圍• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3.同事們經常討論教學法和教學策略• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4.我能夠向大部份學生提供我理想中的教育• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5.我對學校的信念價值與大部份同事的一致• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6.伺事們避免談及有關教學和學生的學習情況• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7.我熱切期待每一天的工作來臨• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8.我得到大部份同事的接納和尊重• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9.在教務會議中很少談到有關教學的專業問題• . ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10.我慼到努力做一個良好的老師只是浪費時間• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11.在校內，大部份同事都能夠互相合作• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12.同事們經常麥加在職訓練或有關改良教學的課程• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13.學校像一個大家庭，彼此相處融洽，關係密切• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14.同事們對其他學校的情況興趣不大• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15.同事們都樂於向其他同事學習• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7. , 
16.同事們對其他老師的教學活動很關注• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17.學生家長願意跟老師談論其子弟的學業及行為表現• 3 4 5 6 7 
18.學生家長樂於捐贈金錢以改進教學設施• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19.學生家長願意付出時間照顥其子弟的功課• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Corresponding questions of sense of efficacy, sense of 
community, professional interest and parental support 
Question number 
Sense of efficacy 1, 4, 7, 10 
Sense of community 2， 5去 8，*11, 13 • 
Professional interest 3, 6 ， 9 ， 12， 14 ， 15, 16 
Parental support 17， 18, 19 
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